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Abstract 
 
This study examines the overrepresentation of female students at for-profit colleges. I use both 
the High School Longitudinal Study of 2009 (HSLS:09) and Integrated Postsecondary Education 
Data System (IPEDS) data. First, I use the HSLS to explore characteristics of for-profit students 
and to show differences in financial aid offered by for-profit colleges compared to other higher 
education institutions. Next, I use the HSLS to estimate a multinomial logit model to determine 
what factors influence students’ choices to attend for-profit colleges over other types of colleges. 
I find that after controlling for preexisting student characteristics, female students are still 
significantly more likely to attend for-profit colleges. Finally, I use IPEDS data to explore 
program type as a potential explanation for the gender gap. By calculating the overrepresentation 
of female students at for-profit colleges conditional on program type, I find that program type 
explains a significant portion of the gender gap at less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. 
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Introduction  
 
In December 2018, the for-profit college chain Education Corporation of America suddenly 
closed, leaving 20,000 students with incomplete degrees and credits that were difficult or 
impossible to transfer to other universities (Cowley, 2018). This is only the largest and most 
recent in a series of shutdowns of for-profit schools, whose abandoned students have made 
national headlines and sparked an uproar of protests against for-profit institutions. Critics of 
these institutions characterize for-profit schools as manipulative, predatory businesses that target 
low-income, minority, and other particularly vulnerable students (Bonadies et al., 2018). Some 
for-profit colleges, such as Ashford University in California, have even faced lawsuits for false 
advertisement and unlawful business practices. However, many of these claims are anecdotal; 
few have been supported by data or evaluated on a broader level (Cottom, 2017). A growing 
literature on for-profit colleges seeks to explore the nature of these schools and the types of 
students they attract: what types of students attend for-profit institutions, and why? 
 
One significant difference that has not previously been studied is the overrepresentation of 
female students relative to male students in the for-profit sector. While female students are 
overrepresented in higher education overall, the gender gap at for-profit colleges is significantly 
larger. This study seeks to explore the following question: what institutional or personal 
differences can explain the significant difference in numbers of female and male students at for-
profit universities? The answer to this question can potentially offer insight into questions of 
education inequity across various sectors of higher education. Ultimately, does this gender 
discrepancy pose a disproportionate advantage or disadvantage to female students, given that for-
profit students generally have lower financial aid and labor market returns but greater program 
diversity compared to other college students?  
 
First, I describe the for-profit education industry and examine existing literature on for-profit 
colleges. Next, I explore the overrepresentation of female students at for-profit colleges in both 
the High School Longitudinal Study of 2009 (HSLS:09) and Integrated Postsecondary Education 
Data System (IPEDS) data. I use the HSLS to show differences in financial aid offered by for-
profit colleges compared to other higher education institutions, which suggest that the gender gap 
	 4 
should be studied. Similarly, previous literature suggests that the for-profit sector has lower labor 
market returns than other sectors. Next, I estimate a multinomial logit model to explore what 
factors influence students’ choices to attend for-profit colleges over other types of colleges. 
Finally, I use IPEDS data to explore program type as a potential explanation for the gender gap. 
 
Industry Background 
 
Higher education for-profit institutions are schools that operate as private businesses and 
distribute revenue as they choose; in contrast, public and nonprofit private institutions must 
reinvest revenue into the institutions themselves. Some for-profit colleges resemble traditional 
four-year schools by offering bachelor’s degrees or other higher degrees. Others, commonly 
viewed as alternatives to community college, primarily offer certificates or training in vocational 
or technical fields through less-than-four-year programs. Many for-profit colleges offer extensive 
online programs. Also, while some for-profit colleges are regionally accredited (they are 
externally evaluated to meet a minimum set of requirements), others are not. For-profit 
institutions often advertise their flexible paths to graduation, specialized programs, and 
affordability, although many for-profit college students take on significant loans and have low 
earnings after graduation.  
 
While today’s for-profit colleges are marked by their large female, minority, and low-income 
student populations, they historically have always catered to underrepresented students. For-
profit schools tend to equip their students for a trade or vocation rather than offer a liberal arts 
education. During the 19th century, for-profit education was sometimes the only option for Black, 
Native American, blind, deaf, and female students, among other nontraditional students at the 
time. Programs offered at these original for-profit schools included business, farming, 
engineering, and other vocational programs. In particular, in their early days, for-profits 
dominated business education, which was not considered a classical field of study. To this day, 
business and business-related majors remain some of the largest non-certificate programs at for-
profit colleges (Hodgman, 2018). 
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Modern for-profits as they exist today emerged in the higher education market beginning in the 
l970s; for example, the University of Phoenix was established with just a few students in 1976. 
The for-profit sector grew rapidly from 1990 to 2010, expanding from only 2.41% of all college 
students in 1990 to 5.90% in 2000 and 13.31% in 2010. At their peak in the early 2010s, 
successful for-profit colleges generated large amounts of revenue and were very profitable. 
Bennett, Lucchesi, and Vedder analyze the four institutions that controlled the largest shares of 
the for-profit market in 2009: Apollo Group (which owns University of Phoenix and other 
institutions), ITT Educational Services (which owned ITT Technical Institute), DeVry, and 
Strayer Education. All four colleges had high-performing stocks, significant revenue growth, and 
growing profits ranging from 11-23% (Bennett et al., 2010).  
 
This sudden growth attracted increased media attention, and for-profits have since become a 
hotly-debated topic and the subject of political scrutiny, which has culminated in new regulatory 
policies. A significant portion of for-profit revenue comes from federal student aid, such as Pell 
grants and Stafford loans, since for-profits attract a large number of lower income students. In 
2014, the Obama administration enforced strict regulations on for-profit colleges by enacting the 
“gainful employment” rule, which only allowed students to receive federal aid if they attended 
schools where the estimated annual loan payment of typical graduates did not exceed 20 percent 
of their future income (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). In 2014, 98 percent of the 
programs that failed to meet these standards were those at for-profit colleges (Green, 2019). 
Because graduates of for-profit colleges have the highest average debt-to-earnings ratios of all 
students in higher education, for-profit enrollment decreased significantly within the past decade; 
in addition, this lack of funding spurred a series of school collapses and bankruptcies, leaving 
many students with non-transferable credits and unfinished degrees. In addition to the collapse of 
the Education Corporation of America in 2018 (as described in the introduction), one of the most 
famous examples includes the closure of Corinthian Colleges, which ceased operation in 
response to the crackdown from the Department of Education and declared bankruptcy in 2015; 
nearly 70,000 students across nearly 100 campuses were affected. (Kamenetz, 2014). Similarly, 
ITT Technical Institute, one of the largest and most profitable for-profits, declared bankruptcy in 
2016, abandoning over 40,000 students at 130 campuses (Smith, 2016).  
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As of 2018, four-year for-profit colleges comprised around 7% and less-than-four-year colleges 
comprised over 34% of all higher education institutions, totaling over 41% of the industry. It is 
important to note that less-than-four-year colleges have an average of only 339 students and are 
significantly smaller than four-year for-profit or other public and private non-profit institutions – 
such as a local family-owned cosmetology training program.1 Some for-profits have thousands of 
students at many campuses across the country; other small schools have only dozens of students 
in specific trade programs. In addition, schools that are classified as for-profits, especially those 
with less-than-four-year programs, vary dramatically in program offerings, revenue, and more. 
For-profit students made up 8.22% of all college students, with 5.38% in four-year for-profits 
and 2.84% in less-than-four-year for-profits. Similarly, for-profit colleges granted 10.64% of all 
degrees awarded in 2018, 5.09% of which were granted at four-year schools and 5.55% at less-
than-four-year schools. 2 
 
Most recently, in June 2019, Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos repealed the gainful 
employment rule, arguing for increased transparency on student debt and earnings over the 
Obama administration’s targeting of for-profit colleges (Green, 2019). Under the Trump 
administration, for-profit colleges have experienced greater freedom and fewer restrictions from 
the Department of Education. 
 
Besides these structural differences between for-profit colleges and other higher education 
institutions, the characteristics of students who attend for-profit schools also differ. Female 
students, minority students, and low-income students are all overrepresented in the for-profit 
sector relative to other sectors of higher education. Also, today’s for-profits often attract students 
who work full-time, older students, and adult learners. Because of their unique demographics and 
rapid market growth and collapse, for-profits have attracted a significant amount of media 
attention and been the subject of increased academic research in recent decades. 
 
 
 
                                                
1 Calculated using IPEDS data from 2018. 
2 Calculated using IPEDS data from 2018. 
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Literature Review 
 
Most of the research surrounding for-profit colleges focuses on the labor market outcomes of a 
for-profit education. Deming et al. conducted a field experiment in which applicants with four-
year for-profit degrees were less likely to receive job callbacks compared to applicants with 
degrees from non-selective public institutions (Deming et al., 2014). Lang and Weinstein find 
that there are large, significant benefits from obtaining certificates/degrees from public and non-
profit institutions but not from for-profit institutions (Lang & Weinstein, 2012). Most recently, 
Cellini and Turner use a difference-in-difference model to show that students in for-profit 
institutions are less likely to be employed and have lower earnings, compared to students at 
public institutions (Cellini & Turner, 2019).3 For-profit colleges are often compared directly to 
community college students, since for-profit and community college education are viewed as 
similar alternatives to four-year public or private nonprofit education. Cellini and Chaudhary 
estimate that the returns of two-year private degrees are comparable to those of two-year public 
community college degrees (Cellini & Chaudhary, 2011). 
 
Some research has also been conducted on the role of federal aid and for-profit colleges. Claims 
similar to the Bennett hypothesis, which proposes that colleges raise their tuition above the cost 
of education to take advantage of increased federal aid from the government, are pervasive in the 
debate around for-profit colleges. Cellini assesses the impact of certain federal grant programs on 
for-profit college entry into California’s higher education market. These results suggest that 
increases in grants are associated with an increase in the net number of for-profit colleges, 
especially in counties with more low-income adults who are eligible for aid (Cellini, 2010). 
Cellini et al. find that restrictions on federal aid to for-profit colleges in the 1990s were 
associated with significant enrollment decreases in the for-profit sector and enrollment increases 
in community colleges (Cellini et al., 2016). Overall, the literature points to the for-profit 
sector’s reliance on federal student aid.  
                                                
3 Cellini and Turner’s difference-in-difference model compares students who attended public universities (the 
control group) with those who attended for-profit universities (the treatment group), between their college 
years and post-education years. 
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Studies such as Deming et al. provide descriptive analyses of the types of students that attend 
for-profit colleges (Deming et al., 2011). Many general trends, such as the fact that for-profit 
college students are more likely to be female, non-white and low-income, hold true across 
various studies and datasets. Only a handful of studies directly explore for-profit college student 
characteristics and demographics. Chung compares for-profit students to students at non-profit 
schools and finds that a greater share of for-profit students are GED holders, have dependents, 
and have parents without high school diplomas, among other trends (Chung, 2008).  She also 
notes that there are significant differences between students who attend less-than-2-year and 2-
year for-profit schools compared to those who attend 4-year for-profit schools; this is especially 
relevant because corporately-owned 4-year universities account for most of the significant 
growth in the for-profit sector. In a different paper, Chung estimates a multinomial logit model 
of college choice and finds that students self-select into for-profit colleges, and these students are 
influenced by factors like socioeconomic background, parental involvement, community college 
tuition, and proximity to for-profit colleges among others (Chung, 2012). 
  
Using the 2004 to 2009 Beginning Postsecondary Students (BPS) longitudinal survey, Deming et 
al. use both OLS regression and propensity score matching to estimate the effect of attending a 
for-profit college on student outcomes and financial aid variables (Deming et al., 2011). Their 
results show that while for-profit colleges may perform better in terms of first-year retention and 
the completion of shorter certificate and degree programs, they are less likely to complete BA 
degrees and more likely to borrow money, report lower satisfaction, and have worse labor market 
outcomes. Liu and Belfield replicate Deming et al. (2011)’s analysis using the Educational 
Longitudinal Study of 2002, which collects data on a cohort of 10th graders in 2002 throughout 
high school, college, and the beginning of their careers (Liu & Belfield, 2014). Although they do 
not find evidence of student dissatisfaction with their for-profit college experiences, they do find 
similar results to Deming et al. (2011). They also note that relative to community colleges rather 
than BA-granting institutions, for-profit degrees do not necessarily lead to lower income or other 
labor market disadvantages. 
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Theory 
 
This paper examines the factors that influence students’ choices in a higher education market, 
which includes for-profit colleges, non-profit and public schools, and community colleges. 
Students act as consumers and just as in any other market, consumers make choices based on 
their individual constraints and expected future utility of each option. In the higher education 
market, students’ decisions are constrained by individual factors like the possibility of foregone 
earnings, any disutility of attending school, family income, ability and willingness to take on 
debt, high school performance, and knowledge of their options. In this scenario, students choose 
which type of college to attend based on their desired future occupation. When deciding which 
type of school to attend, students seek maximum future utility given their individual set of 
constraints and desired program. 
 
The following equations model students’ decision-making process as they evaluate how much 
net present value (NPV) each school option will provide them. In this model, t represents years 
worked, T represents retirement year, and r represents a discount rate. For each student, the net 
present value of only attending high school (i.e., choosing not to attend college at all) is the sum 
of wages (W) earned each year with a high school degree, discounted by some rate to calculate 
the present value of these future earnings: 
 
 
If students desire to enter a certain occupational field – perhaps medicine or research – they may 
decide to attend a certain program (i) at a four-year college (BA) before entering the workforce. 
Theoretically, by attending college and entering a higher-paying occupation, their future wages 
will grow at a faster rate each year, which will sum to a higher net present value than wages 
earned with only a high school degree. However, these students also forego four years of wages 
while they attend school and must pay significant costs (C), namely tuition, which can be 
subtracted from their net present value. Students may also derive some external, non-monetary 
value from choosing a particular type of school; for example, they may value the experience of 
	 10 
going away to a four-year university enough that the value-added from attending a certain type 
of school (V) should be included in the equation: 
 
 
 
Likewise, the decisions to attend programs at community colleges (CC) or for-profit colleges 
(FP) are modeled similarly: 
 
 
 
 
 
When choosing which type of school to attend, students should choose the type of school that 
offers their desired program and maximizes their net present value. It is important to note that 
future wages, costs, and value-added differ between types of schools. Four-year universities and 
for-profits cost significantly more than community college, and students who attend four-year 
programs must forego more years of income than students in two-year programs. However, 
students who attend four-year universities tend to have higher annual incomes than community 
college and for-profit students. If a certain type of school does not offer a student’s desired 
program, I model the cost of attending that school as infinite. For example, a student who wants 
to enter the field of medical coding must almost always choose a for-profit college, since 
community colleges and other four-year universities rarely offer medical coding programs. In 
this paper, I assume students select between colleges that offer their desired programs; among 
these options, students choose to attend the college that maximizes their future benefits and 
minimizes their costs.  
 
Often, if students desire to enter certain vocational fields, their only choice is to attend a for-
profit college despite its high costs and low labor market returns. Because for-profit colleges 
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operate as private businesses and generate profit for their owners, some argue that for-profit 
colleges are “nimbler” and more responsive to market forces than other institutions. For 
example, in contrast to four-year universities that offer bachelors’ degrees in traditional 
academic fields, for-profit colleges can quickly develop certificate programs to equip students 
for specific, highly-demanded professions such as medical assisting, specialized coding, and 
massage therapy, among many others. As explored later in this paper, the uniqueness of 
programs offered at for-profit colleges provides a possible explanation for certain students’ 
increased likelihood to choose a for-profit college over another type of university. 
 
Data 
 
Two datasets are used in this study: the High School Longitudinal Study of 2009 (HSLS:09) and 
1990, 2000, 2010, and 2018 data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System 
(IPEDS). 
 
First, I use data from the High School Longitudinal Study of 2009 (HSLS:09) to analyze 
students’ choices to enter the for-profit college sector. The HSLS:09 is a nationally 
representative study of over 23,000 ninth graders from 944 schools in 2009.4 Additional data 
were collected in two waves: the first follow-up was conducted in 2012 (for most, their senior 
year of high school), and the second follow-up was conducted in 2016 (for those who enrolled 
directly into four-year college, their final year of undergraduate education). An additional data 
update was also conducted in 2013. Data is still being collected for the HSLS:09; an additional 
data collection wave is scheduled for 2025, when additional information on students’ post-
graduate and workforce experiences will be gathered. At this point, the HSLS:09 currently 
includes detailed information on high school performance and college experiences. The data 
were collected using extensive surveys of students, their parents, math and science teachers, 
school administrators, and school counselors. 
 
                                                
4 Complete user manuals can be accessed at https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/hsls09/usermanuals.asp. 
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The HSLS:09 the fifth study in a series of school-based longitudinal studies that are conducted 
by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). The HSLS:09 closely follows the 
structure and timeline of these earlier studies. The most recent study besides the HSLS, the 
Education Longitudinal Study of 2002 (ELS), was used by Liu & Belfield (2014) in their study 
on postsecondary and labor market outcomes of attending for-profit colleges. The ELS, while 
similar to the HSLS in survey administration and data collection waves, contains data from 2002 
to 2013 and follows a representative sample of 10th graders rather than 9th graders. Because of 
these differences between datasets and my focus on college-going patterns rather than high 
school experiences, my paper focuses on data from the first follow-up in 2012 and uses available 
sample weights to examine the representative sample of 9th graders in their final year of high 
school in the HSLS.5 Unlike prior longitudinal NCES studies, the HSLS sample was not 
“freshened” in either of the follow-ups. For example, the sample of students in 2012 is not 
nationally representative of 11th graders; rather, it is the same nationally representative sample of 
9th graders in their 11th grade year. 
 
The HSLS includes information on the most recent type of college attended by each student as of 
the last data collection in 2016. As a result, this dataset only captures the college-going patterns 
of students when they are (around) 21 years old. Most students have only attended one 
postsecondary institution at this point; for those who transferred schools or dropped out, the 
dataset records their most recent enrollment status as of 2016. Because of these limitations, this 
paper’s analysis of the HSLS primarily focuses on college-going patterns immediately after high 
school. According to IPEDS data from 2016, 12.02% of for-profit undergraduate students are in 
the age range of students (ages 18-21) that would demonstrate similar college-going preferences 
to those captured by the HSLS, so theoretically the results from the HSLS apply to 12.02% of 
for-profit students. Similarly, the HSLS captures 9.04% of four-year for-profit students and 
33.99% of less-than-four-year for-profit students.6 College attendance that begins after 22 years 
of age cannot be studied with the currently available HSLS data.  
 
                                                
5 HSLS data file documentation can be accessed at https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2014/2014361.pdf. 
6 Calculated using IPEDS data from 2016. 
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Table 1 presents summary statistics for the variables included in my analysis on the HSLS. For-
profit colleges have the highest percentages of female, Black/African-American, and Hispanic 
students. Students who attend for-profit colleges are also more likely to have a single parent, 
delay their enrollment after high school, and have a parent who dropped out of high school. For-
profit college students also report the lowest family income, followed by students at community 
colleges and then students at four-year universities. Both for-profit and community college 
students are less likely to be enrolled full-time than four-year university students. For-profit 
students also have the lowest high school math scores and GPA, followed by community college 
students and four-year university students. 
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Table 1: Student Characteristics by Type of Institution 
 
For-profit 
institutions 
Community 
colleges 
Four-year public 
and non-profit 
colleges 
Female (%) 64.37 48.72 53.73 
Black/African-American (%) 14.28 13.81 10.59 
Hispanic (%) 33.92 28.66 14.48 
Age in 2016 21.49 21.45 21.35 
Single parent (%) 32.01 29.80 21.38 
Delayed enrollment after high school (%) 24.13 16.24 4.03 
High school diploma (%) 87.06 94.36 98.75 
GED (%) 6.80 3.02 0.59 
Mother dropped out of high school (%) 18.23 13.07 3.78 
Father dropped out of high school (%) 22.14 14.62 3.94 
Family annual income in 2011 ($) 53,813 62,501 94,581 
Full-time enrollment in 2013 (%) 12.48 13.39 36.30 
Working while enrolled in 2013 (%) 40.20 43.43 35.18 
Enrolled in a certificate program (%) 61.29 10.54 0.85 
Enrolled in an AA program (%) 18.47 69.79 8.75 
Enrolled in a BA program (%) 17.37 9.16 88.96 
Expects to earn a BA (%) 57.45 64.02 93.91 
    
High School Performance    
Math score in 2009 (standardized) 0.46 0.62 0.90 
Math score in 2012 (standardized 0.77 0.92 1.49 
High school GPA 2.36 2.54 3.21 
Notes: Sample size = 12,623. Weighted estimations. Source: HSLS:09. 
 
 
Table 2 shows student characteristics by gender. Overall, regardless of higher education 
institution, female and male students have certain preexisting differences in high school ability.  
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Table 2: Student Characteristics by Gender  
 Female Male 
Age in 2016 21.44 21.55 
Delayed enrollment after high school (%) 20.85 28.06 
Single parent (%) 28.88 28.05  
High school diploma (%) 90.10 86.39 
GED (%) 2.90 3.60 
Expects to earn a BA (%) 71.21 64.71 
   
High School Performance 
 
  
Math score in 2009 (standardized) 
 0.72 0.79 
Math score in 2012 (standardized) 
 1.13 1.19 
High school GPA 2.77 2.50 
Notes: Sample size = 23,503. Weighted estimations. Source: HSLS:09. 
 
I use this data to analyze four different categories of schools: four-year private non-profit and 
public, four-year private for-profit, less-than-four-year private non-profit and public, and less-
than-four-year private for-profit. Four-year programs are typically bachelors’ degree programs, 
while less-than-four-year programs include associates’ degree programs and certificate programs 
from various for-profit trade or technical schools. Other significant variables in the HSLS 
include demographic variables, variables about students’ majors, and financial aid variables. 
These financial aid variables include loan amount, grant amount, and binary variables for 
whether or not students received a loan, a grant, work study, or any other type of aid. Because it 
is a nationally representative sample, the HSLS dataset also includes a series of weights that are 
used to make estimates from sample data representative of the 9th grade cohort. In this study, the 
set of weights used to make the HSLS sample representative of high school seniors in 2012 are 
used when running regressions and performing other data analysis. 
 
Next, I conduct an analysis on the overrepresentation of female students in for-profit colleges 
conditional on program type. To do this, I use the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 
System (IPEDS), established by the NCES from the Department of Education. IPEDS consists of 
interrelated annual surveys that gather data on all postsecondary education programs. All 
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institutions that participate in federal student aid programs in the United States are mandated to 
submit data to IPEDS by the Higher Education Act of 1965. All other institutions that do not 
receive federally-funded aid are also included in the database, many of which voluntarily submit 
their data. IPEDS collects information related to institutions, admissions, enrollment, financial 
aid, degree completion, student persistence, and more through web-based surveys in three 
collecting periods each year: spring, winter, and fall. IPEDS data are aggregated at the institution 
level and do not include student-level data. 7 
 
I use IPEDS data from 1990, 2000, 2010 and 2018 (the most recent year of data available).8 
These datasets include variables on institution sector (public, private non-profit, and private for-
profit), number of male and female students, available programs/majors, and more. In my 
analysis of the breakdown of female and male students by program, I primarily use data from the 
“Completions” section of the survey, which compiles information on the number of 
awards/degree conferred by program and gender at each college.  
 
The gender gap at for-profit colleges 
 
This paper seeks to explore why female students are overrepresented at for-profit colleges. Table 
3 shows the discrepancy between the number of female and male students at for-profit 
institutions, private non-profit institutions, public institutions (including community colleges), 
and across the entire higher education sector. While female students are overrepresented in all 
higher education sectors, the gender gap at for-profit institutions is especially large. 
 
  
                                                
7 IPEDS Survey Methodology can be accessed at 
https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/ReportYourData/IpedsSurveyMethodology. 
8 Complete data files can be accessed at https://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/datacenter/DataFiles.aspx. 
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Table 3: Percentage of Female Students in Different Higher Education Sectors 
 
HSLS IPEDS 2018 
For-Profit Institutions 63.93 66.97 
     Four-year  64.30 66.16 
     Less-than-four-year  63.75 67.71 
Community Colleges 48.48 55.78 
Four-Year Public and Non-Profit Colleges 53.89 57.53 
All Higher Education Institutions 52.72 58.21 
 Notes: HSLS sample size = 12,849. IPEDS sample size = 290,348. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Sources: HSLS:09 and 
IPEDS data from 2018. 
 
 
This gender gap has a number of significant implications for female students. For example, many 
people have argued that for-profit colleges are predatory because their students receive less 
financial aid and take on more debt relative to students in other higher education sectors. If these 
claims are true, female students receive disproportionately less aid and borrow disproportionately 
more. I use data from the HSLS to create OLS and near-neighbor matching models that measure 
the impact of attending a for-profit college on various financial aid variables. Table 4 shows the 
resulting differences in college financial aid at for-profit universities compared to community 
colleges and four-year universities. While for-profit college students receive higher financial aid 
in all forms than community college students, they receive less financial aid than four-year 
university students. Attending a for-profit college is also associated with a statistically significant 
$2,391 increase in amount borrowed in the OLS model and a statistically significant $3,475 
decrease in scholarship/grant amount in the near-neighbor matching model. According to the 
near-neighbor matching model, students who attend for-profit colleges are also significantly less 
likely to receive work study and other financial aid compared to all college students. 
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Table 4: Differences in College Financial Aid  
 
Mean Values Profit Institution Impact 
 
For-Profit 
Institutions 
Community 
Colleges 
Four-Year 
Public and 
Non-Profit 
Colleges OLS/Probit Matching 
Scholarship/grant amount ($) 
 4,181 2,902 9,605 
-872.62 
(1055.77) 
-3475.66** 
(1437.62) 
Amount borrowed ($) 
 5,744 2,019 4,800 
2391.57** 
(734.98) 
2012.86 
(1277.02) 
Offered scholarship/grant (%) 
 49.77 41.56 57.62 
-0.178 
(0.126) 
-0.166 
(0.056) 
Offered loan (%) 
 46.61 30.98 58.00 
0.657 
(0.136) 
-0.062 
(0.080) 
Offered work study (%) 
 19.12 18.45 25.96 
0.012 
(0.145) 
-0.054* 
(0.039) 
Offered other aid (%) 
 33.18 24.12 35.84 
-0.080 
(0.1146) 
-0.077** 
(0.065) 
Applied for aid (%) 
 91.73 90.83 89.31 
-0.023 
(0.223) 
-0.0122 
(0.068) 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. Weighted estimations. Each dependent variable in the left-hand column indicates 
a separate regression/calculation performed on the corresponding variable. The first three columns of the table 
list mean (weighted) values of the various financial aid measures. The fourth and fifth columns present two 
alternate methods of measuring the impact of a binary for-profit variable on the various dependent variables. 
Coefficients in the OLS/probit column were calculated using OLS regression for the continuous dependent 
variables and probit models for the binary dependent variables. Coefficients in the matching column were 
calculated using propensity score matching. The same control variables are included in all regressions/models: 
female, Black, Hispanic, single parent, high school diploma or GED, expects to earn a BA, born in US, 
whether parents were born in US, first language is English, number of family members, has children, region, 
first generation, single, lives with parent, income squared, work experience squared, and age squared. 
**p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
 
 
Table 5 repeats the analysis on financial aid variables found in Table 3 but also controls for high 
school ability variables. Three independent variables are added to the model to control for high 
school attributes: math score in 2009, math score in 2012, and GPA. Since for-profit students 
have significantly lower scores than students at other types of schools (see Table 1), it could be 
possible that discrepancies in scholarships and financial aid exist due to differences in 
preexisting ability rather than differing by type of school. However, after controlling for high 
school academic ability, for-profit college students are still associated with a large statistically 
significant increase in amount borrowed ($2,679) compared to all college students in the OLS 
model. In contrast to the original model without high school controls, in both the OLS and near-
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neighbor matching models, for-profit college students are also statistically significantly less 
likely to be offered a scholarship/grant compared to all college students.  
 
When only compared with community college students, who are often compared to for-profit 
college students in the literature, for-profit college students are associated with around a 
statistically significant $10,000 decrease in scholarship/grant amount. Interestingly, the 
significant increase in amount borrowed is no longer a result when for-profit students are only 
compared to community college students, although it is significant in comparison to all college 
students. Compared to community college students, for-profit students are also significantly less 
likely to be offered a scholarship/grant and be offered work study. 
 
Table 5: Differences in College Financial Aid (Controlling for High School Abilities)  
 
All College Students  Community College Students 
 OLS Matching OLS Matching 
Scholarship/grant amount ($) 
 
214.98 
(1503.78) 
-1786.44 
(3301.85) 
-10347.25** 
(2335.54) 
-10375** 
(4496.14) 
Amount borrowed ($) 
 
2679.89** 
(1046.56) 
445.64 
(2069.29) 
1772.74 
(1574.41) 
-227.45 
(2325.59) 
Offered scholarship/grant (%) 
 
-0.332* 
(0.196) 
-0.346** 
(0.081) 
-1.061** 
(0.295) 
-0.465** 
(0.0716) 
Offered loan (%) 
 
0.098 
(0.203) 
-0.105 
(0.108) 
-0.460 
(0.287) 
-0.225* 
(0.1232) 
Offered work study (%) 
 
0.271 
(0.205) 
-0.032 
(0.062) 
-0.638** 
(0.322) 
-0.208** 
(0.0603) 
Offered other aid (%) 
 
-0.025 
(0.213) 
-0.059 
(0.101) 
-0.249 
(0.299) 
0.025 
(0.1138) 
Applied for aid (%) 
 
-0.220 
(0.300) 
-0.160 
(0.120) 
-0.483 
(0.518) 
-0.131 
(0.1225) 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. Weighted estimations. Each dependent variable in the left-hand column indicates 
a separate regression/calculation performed on the corresponding variable. The columns under “All College 
Students” present estimated effects of attending a for-profit college compared to attending any other type of 
college. The columns under “Community College Students” present estimated effects of attending a for-profit 
college compared to attending community colleges only. Coefficients in the OLS/probit column were 
calculated using OLS regression for the continuous dependent variables and probit models for the binary 
dependent variables. Coefficients in the matching column were calculated using propensity score matching. 
The same control variables from Table 4 are included with additional controls for high school ability: math 
score in 2009, math score 2012, and GPA. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
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Depending on the model, attending a for-profit institution is associated with higher amounts of 
debt and lower scholarship/grant amounts, along with lower likelihoods of receiving various 
forms of other financial aid. Because female students are overrepresented at for-profit colleges, 
female students in higher education also borrow disproportionately large amounts and are less 
likely to receive certain types of aid. When only compared to female students at other types of 
schools, female for-profit students still borrow significantly more than other students.9 This 
discrepancy in financial aid distribution provides one compelling reason to study the gender gap 
at for-profit colleges.  
 
Another reason to explore this overrepresentation of female students is that for-profit colleges 
generally have lower or similar labor market returns compared to schools in other higher 
education sectors, according to the existing literature. As a result, in addition to worse financial 
aid, female students have disproportionately low labor market returns relative to male students 
overall. As discussed in the literature review, prior studies have shown that for-profit students are 
less likely to receive job callbacks, be employed, and receive higher earnings relative to students 
at public institutions (Deming et al., 2014). Studies also suggest that for-profit degrees do not 
have significantly higher returns compared to community college degrees (Cellini & Chaudhary, 
2011). Understanding the gender gap at for-profit colleges has significant implications for 
addressing education inequity between female and male students. 
 
 
Modeling choice into the for-profit sector 
 
Next, I explore potential explanations for why female students are overrepresented at for-profit 
colleges. One could hypothesize that female students have certain preexisting systemic 
differences from male students which lead them to prefer for-profit colleges. For example, 
perhaps female students generally come from more disadvantaged backgrounds and have 
characteristics such as lower levels of family income or higher likelihoods of being a first-
generation college student. Perhaps female students generally score lower on academic ability 
                                                
9 I perform the same regressions from Table 5 for the sample of female students only. Female students at for-
profits borrow $2,579 more than female students at other types of schools. 
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measures in high school, and they naturally select towards colleges that match their academic 
level. If for-profit colleges claim to serve more disadvantaged or less high-performing college-
going populations, the gender gap could be explained by preexisting student characteristics 
rather than any inherent institutional characteristics.  
 
To test these hypotheses related to student characteristics, I use the HSLS to model student 
selection into the for-profit college sector with a multinomial logit model and control for various 
student-related variables (Table 6). In this model, college-going students are presented with four 
different higher education options: four-year public or private non-profits, less-than-four-year 
public or private non-profits (i.e., community college), four-year for-profits, and less-than-four-
year for-profits. The logit model below describes students’ choices relative to the base line 
choice of attending a four-year public or private non-profit college. I run seven separate models – 
the first has no controls, the final has all controls, and other five models add groups of control 
variables, including family background, personal attributes, high school ability, and major. By 
adding these controls, I can observe how the magnitude and significance of the coefficient on the 
female variable changes, which would indicate whether female students are influenced by these 
preexisting factors or instead self-select into for-profit colleges for reasons not captured by the 
model.  
 
When female is the only variable in the model, I find that, relative to attending a four-year public 
or non-profit college, female students are 3.7 percentage points less likely attend community 
college, 0.7 percentage points more likely to attend a four-year for-profit college, and 2.0 
percentage points more likely to attend a less-than-four-year for-profit college.  Similarly, IPEDS 
data shows similar preference patterns: female students are most overrepresented at less-than-
four-year for-profit colleges, followed by four-year for-profits, four-year public and non-profit 
colleges, and community colleges (see Table 3). The second model controls for personal attribute 
variables, which include student’s age and whether a student delayed enrollment into college 
after high school. Older students and students who delayed enrollment after high school are all 
more likely to attend community college or any for-profit college compared to a four-year public 
or private nonprofit college. In particular, delaying enrollment after high school is highly 
correlated with not choosing to attend a four-year public or private non-profit college. 
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In the third model, I control for students’ pre-collegiate academic ability by adding variables for 
high school math scores and GPA. The magnitude of the female coefficient drops for selection 
into all other sectors over four-year public and private non-profits, which implies that at least a 
portion of the gender gap can be explained by preexisting academic ability rather than inherently 
different preferences between female and male students. In particular, compared to the model 
with no controls for high school ability, the female coefficient is less significant for selection into 
community college and not significant at all for selection into a four-year for-profit. However, 
the female coefficient is still very significant for selection into a less-than-four-year for-profit, 
which suggests that one or more causes of the gender gap still remain to be explained for this 
higher education sector.  
 
The fourth model controls for family background variables, such as race, family income, first 
language, and parents’ education. The significant impact of being female on attending 
community colleges or for-profit colleges does not change. In addition, if all other variables are 
held constant, having lower family income, being Black or Hispanic, and being a first-generation 
college student are generally associated with significant increases in the likelihood of attending 
community college or a for-profit college.  
 
The fifth model controls for location in the United States. Students who live in the Northeast, 
Midwest, or South are generally less likely to attend community college or for-profit colleges. 
Controlling for location has no significant effect on the female variable coefficient. 
 
The sixth model controls for twenty-two general categories of majors (major coefficients not 
shown in Table 6). In this model, the coefficient on the female variable drops slightly for 
selection for all three options. In terms of specific majors, students who major in biophysics, 
humanities, business are less likely to choose less-than-four-year for-profits over four-year 
public or private non-profits, while students are major in personal and consumer services or 
manufacturing, construction, repair and consumer services are more likely to do so.  
 
Finally, the seventh model includes all of the control variables together. When all of these 
controls are taken into account, female students are no longer more likely to select into 
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community college over a four-year public or private non-profit; this implies that personal 
attribute and high school ability variables can explain the gender gap at community colleges. 
However, after adding controls, female students are still more likely to choose either type of for-
profit colleges over four-year public and private non-profits. The control variables in this choice 
model do not fully explain the overrepresentation of female students at for-profits; rather, there 
must be other reasons beyond preexisting student-characteristics that can explain the gender gap 
at for-profit colleges. 
 
Another potential limitation of the HSLS’s small sample size is that there is not a significant 
distinction between four-year and less-than-four-year for-profit students. In the multinomial logit 
model, the female coefficients in the models of selection into four-year and less-than-four-year 
for-profits were not significantly different.10 In reality, four-year for-profit programs that 
resemble bachelor’s degrees seem to have inherently different qualities from less-than-four-year 
for-profit programs, which provide technical and vocational training not found in any other 
sector of higher education. This distinction can be more clearly observed and studied in a larger, 
more comprehensive dataset, such as IPEDS school-level data. The following section continues 
this analysis and emphasizes this distinction within the for-profit sector. 
 
                                                
10 I conduct a t-test between the two female coefficients (p=0.507).		
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Table 6: Selection into For-Profit College Sector: Marginal Effects of Logit Choice Model11 
 
Relative to Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
 
Selection into Less-than-Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
  
Model 1:  
No 
Controls 
Model 2:  
Personal 
Characteristics 
Model 3:  
High School 
Ability 
Model 4:  
Family 
Background 
Model 5: 
Location 
Model 6: 
Major 
Model 7:  
All 
Controls 
Female -0.037** -0.023** -0.016* -0.048** -0.040** -0.016** -0.003 
Age  0.058**     0.023** 
Delayed enrollment after high 
school  0.264**     0.091** 
Math score in 2009   -0.044*    -0.039** 
Math score in 2012   -0.058*    -0.043** 
GPA   -0.166**    -0.140** 
Black     0.039**   -0.065** 
Hispanic    0.062**   -0.005 
Family income    -0.022**   -0.011** 
First language is English    -0.029**   0.019 
First generation college 
student    0.146**   0.075** 
Northeast     -0.130**  -0.088** 
Midwest     -0.090**  -0.055** 
South     -0.097**  -0.087** 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. This table presents the marginal effects of a multinomial logit model that models choice into four different sectors of higher 
education: four-year public and private non-profit colleges, less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges (i.e., community colleges), four-year for-
profit colleges, and less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. This table presents results for selection into less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges 
relative to four-year public and private non-profit colleges. Model 1 has zero controls. Models 2-6 include different groups of controls (model 6 controls for 
twenty-two categories of majors, which are not shown in the table). Model 7 includes all of the controls. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
 
 
 
 
  
                                                
11 Results from the logit model without marginal effects can be found in Appendix Table A.1.	
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Relative to Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
 
Selection into Four-Year For-Profit Colleges 
  
Model 1:  
No 
Controls 
Model 2:  
Personal 
Characteristics 
Model 3:  
High School 
Ability 
Model 4:  
Family 
Background 
Model 5: 
Location 
Model 6: 
Major 
Model 7:  
All 
Controls 
Female 0.007** 0.009** 0.003 0.006** 0.006** 0.006** 0.005* 
Age  0.004*     -0.001 
Delayed enrollment after high 
school  0.017**     0.005 
Math score in 2009   -0.001    -0.000 
Math score in 2012   -0.002    -0.002 
GPA   -0.014**    -0.009** 
Black     0.012**   -0.002 
Hispanic    0.007**   0.004 
Family income    -0.002**   -0.001 
First language is English    0.003   0.007 
First generation college 
student    0.005*   0.003 
Northeast     -0.011**  -0.007 
Midwest     -0.010**  -0.007* 
South     -0.005  -0.006 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. This table presents the marginal effects of a multinomial logit model that models choice into four different sectors of higher 
education: four-year public and private non-profit colleges, less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges (i.e., community college), four-year for-profit 
colleges, and less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. This table presents results for selection into four-year for-profit colleges relative to four-year public and 
private non-profit colleges. Model 1 has zero controls. Models 2-6 include different groups of controls (model 6 controls for twenty-two categories of majors, 
which are not shown in the table). Model 7 includes all of the controls. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
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Relative to Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
 
Selection into Less-than-Four-Year For-Profit Colleges 
 
 
Model 1: 
No 
Controls 
Model 2: 
Personal 
Characteristics 
Model 3: 
High School 
Ability 
Model 4: 
Family 
Background 
Model 5: 
Location 
Model 6: 
Major 
Model 7: 
All 
Controls 
Female 0.020** 0.024** 0.008** 0.016** 0.020** 0.017** 0.010** 
Age  0.013**     0.003 
Delayed enrollment after high 
school  0.050**     0.011** 
Math score in 2009   -0.009**    -0.009* 
Math score in 2012   -0.008**    -0.006 
GPA   -0.014**    -0.013** 
Black     -0.003   -0.013* 
Hispanic    0.019**   -0.001 
Family income    -0.005**   -0.001 
First language is English    0.013**   -0.004 
First generation college 
student    0.029**   0.005 
Northeast     -0.007  -0.010 
Midwest     -0.015**  -0.002 
South     -0.017**  -0.005 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. This table presents the marginal effects of a multinomial logit model that models choice into four different sectors of higher 
education: four-year public and private non-profit colleges, less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges (i.e., community college), four-year for-profit 
colleges, and less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. This table presents results for selection into less-than-four-year for-profit colleges relative to four-year public 
and private non-profit colleges. Model 1 has zero controls. Models 2-6 include different groups of controls (model 6 controls for twenty-two categories of majors, 
which are not shown in the table). Model 7 includes all of the controls. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
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Differences in programs as an explanation for the gender gap 
 
Next, I explore a potential hypothesis to explain the gender gap at for-profit colleges: difference 
in program type. If the types of majors/programs at for-profit colleges differ from those offered 
at other colleges, and if female students prefer the types of programs at for-profit colleges, the 
gender gap could be explained. The results of the multinomial logit choice model in my analysis 
of the HSLS did not indicate that the major variable had any explanatory power for the 
significant female variable. However, further analysis is required for two primary reasons. First, 
the HSLS only captures students who did not significantly delay college enrollment after high 
school graduation; students who may enroll in higher education after the latest data collection 
year of 2016 are not yet captured in this dataset. In fact, older adults comprise a significant 
portion of the total for-profit student population. As shown in the data section, the HSLS only 
captures for-profit students from ages 18-21, which accounts for 12.02% of all for-profit 
undergraduate students, according to IPEDS data from 2016. College attendance that begins after 
22 years of age cannot studied with the currently available HSLS data. Secondly, the HSLS data 
on major and program type are limited to twenty-two broad categories, which cannot fully 
capture the hundreds of programs offered at colleges across the nation. The HSLS sample size 
overall is small; for example, only 245 students total attend four-year for-profit colleges. As a 
result, differences in majors within the four-year for-profit sector are only reflective of a 
relatively small sample of students.  
 
As a result, I continue my analysis with IPEDS data on degree completions from 2000, 2010, and 
2018 to analyze the types of programs offered at for-profit colleges across time (because of small 
sample sizes, 1990 data analysis is only included in the appendix).  Unlike the HSLS, IPEDS 
data include school-level observations and thus have detailed information on programs at each 
college. Because female students’ higher likelihoods to select into for-profit schools is not fully 
explained in the multinomial logit choice model, I analyze for-profit programs to determine how 
they influence students’ decision-making to enter certain higher education sectors. 
 
Tables 7-12 show the percentage of female students by program at both four-year and less-than-
four-year for-profit schools. The majority of programs are highly skewed towards or away from 
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female students, particularly in less-than-four-year schools. For example, over ninety percent of 
students in programs like cosmetology, medical and dental assistance, and registered nursing are 
female, while less than ten percent are female in automotive mechanic, electrical engineering 
technology, and commercial vehicle operator programs. This unequal gender distribution 
generally holds for both the majority of the most popular for-profit programs and many less 
popular ones, which suggests that program type could provide a compelling explanation for the 
overrepresentation of female students in the for-profit sector at large.
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Table 7: Top 30 Four-Year For-Profit Programs in 2000 
 
Program 
Total 
Students 
Number of 
Female Students 
Percentage of 
Female Students 
Business Administration and Management, General 10276 5441 52.95% 
Electrical & Electronic Engineering-Related 
Technology 4253 408 9.59% 
Electrical, Electronic & Commercial Engineering 
Technology 3233 256 7.92% 
Information Sciences and Systems 3133 1170 37.34% 
Graphic Design, Commercial Art and Illustrations 2842 1221 42.96% 
Computer and Information Sciences, Other 1901 541 28.46% 
Management Information Systems & Business Data 
Process 1867 812 43.49% 
Drafting, General 1609 284 17.65% 
Organizational Behavior Studies 1493 855 57.27% 
Business Systems Networking and 
Telecommunications  1434 353 24.62% 
Accounting 1427 1057 74.07% 
Paralegal/Legal Assistant 1422 1216 85.51% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General 1213 505 41.63% 
Operations Management and Supervision 1059 272 25.68% 
Medical Assistant 983 937 95.32% 
Nursing Science (Post-R.N.) 978 914 93.46% 
Design and Visual Communications 826 282 34.14% 
Business Administration and Management, Other 784 436 55.61% 
Interior Design 771 662 85.86% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 715 275 38.46% 
Design and Applied Arts, Other 704 184 26.14% 
Law (LL.B., J.D.) 629 286 45.47% 
Business, General 606 348 57.43% 
Administrative Assistant/Secretarial Sciences 593 562 94.77% 
International Business 540 239 44.26% 
Business Management & Administrative Services, 
Other 516 258 50.00% 
Clinical Psychology 478 341 71.34% 
Computer Programming 469 173 36.89% 
Acupuncture and Oriental Medicine 456 308 67.54% 
Film/Video and Photographic Arts, Other  431 123 28.54% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2000. 
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Table 8: Top 30 Less-than-Four-Year For-Profit Programs in 2000 
 
Program Total Students 
Number of 
Female Students 
Percentage of 
Female Students 
Cosmetologist 34290 32151 93.76% 
Medical Assistant 33581 31162 92.80% 
Computer and Information Sciences, Other 9050 3858 42.63% 
Computer Maintenance Technology, Technician 7930 1551 19.56% 
Auto/Automotive Mechanic/Technician 7842 185 2.36% 
Computer Programming 7089 2882 40.65% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General 6557 3340 50.94% 
Cosmetic Services, Other 6490 5971 92.00% 
Dental Assistant 6485 6106 94.16% 
Administrative Assistant/Secretarial Sciences 6435 5840 90.75% 
Medical Administrative Assistant/Secretary 6411 6237 97.29% 
Massage 6162 4745 77.00% 
Computer Engineering Technology/Technician 5069 1075 21.21% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 4920 1773 36.04% 
Truck, Bus & Other Commercial Vehicle Operator 4213 336 7.98% 
Electrical & Electronic Engineering-Related 
Technology  4178 376 9.00% 
Data Processing Technology/Technician 3598 1598 44.41% 
Make-Up Artist 3462 3302 95.38% 
Business Administration and Management, General 3245 2378 73.28% 
Electrical, Electronic & Commercial Engineering 
Technology 3162 319 10.09% 
Heating, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration 
Maintenance 3113 41 1.32% 
General Office/Clerical & Typing Services 3100 2414 77.87% 
Graphic Design, Commercial Art and Illustrations 3062 1276 41.67% 
Nurse Assistant/Aide 3002 2650 88.27% 
Medical Office Management 2851 2663 93.41% 
Paralegal/Legal Assistant 2671 2324 87.01% 
Barber/Hairstylist 2650 1038 39.17% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant 2631 1942 73.81% 
Cosmetic Services, General 2530 2374 93.83% 
Vehicle and Equipment Operators, Other 2527 241 9.54% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2000.  
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Table 9: Top 30 Four-Year For-Profit Programs in 2010 
  
Program 
Total 
Students 
Number of 
Female Students 
Percentage of 
Female Students 
Business Administration and Management, General 60827 35937 59.08% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 11274 10482 92.97% 
Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement Administration 10610 6739 63.52% 
Office Management and Supervision 9953 6405 64.35% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 9739 8716 89.50% 
Accounting 9647 2962 30.70% 
Psychology, General 9254 1549 16.74% 
Computer Systems Networking Telecommunications 5839 949 16.25% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 4834 4426 91.56% 
Information Technology 4687 1319 28.14% 
Business/Commerce, General 4504 2988 66.34% 
Business Administration, Management and 
Operations, Other 4310 2129 49.40% 
Electrical, Electronic and Communications 
Engineering Technology/Technician 4216 364 8.63% 
Organizational Leadership 4124 2552 61.88% 
Elementary Education and Teaching 3978 3684 92.61% 
Graphic Design 3682 2968 80.61% 
Curriculum and Instruction 3682 1982 53.83% 
Corrections and Criminal Justice, Other 3613 2339 64.74% 
Criminal Justice/Safety Studies 3291 2119 64.39% 
Web Page, Digital/Multimedia and Information 
Resources Design 3278 1267 38.65% 
Educational Leadership and Administration, General 3217 2156 67.02% 
Accounting Technology/Technician and 
Bookkeeping 3150 2593 82.32% 
Interior Design 3055 2771 90.70% 
Legal Assistant/Paralegal 3047 2703 88.71% 
CAD/CADD Drafting and/or Design 
Technology/Technician 2966 538 18.14% 
Health/Health Care Administration/Management  2776 2285 82.31% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 2727 1225 44.92% 
General Studies 2585 1071 41.43% 
Human Services, General 2390 2102 87.95% 
Human Resources Management/Personnel 
Administration, General 2298 1829 79.59% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General 2271 554 24.39% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2010. 
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Table 10: Top 30 Less-than-Four-Year For-Profit Programs in 2010 
 
Program 
Total 
Students 
Number of 
Female Students 
Percentage of 
Female Students  
Medical/Clinical Assistant 98160 87755 89.40% 
Cosmetology/Cosmetologist, General 62463 58352 93.42% 
Massage Therapy/Therapeutic Massage 23220 17486 75.31% 
Dental Assisting/Assistant 16986 15205 89.51% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant 14986 10890 72.67% 
Automobile/Automotive Mechanics 
Technology/Technician 13724 355 2.59% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 13301 12057 90.65% 
Medical Insurance Specialist/Medical Biller 11651 10553 90.58% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training 10878 9355 86.00% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 10156 4128 40.65% 
Aesthetician/Esthetician and Skin Care Specialist 10109 9951 98.44% 
Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and 
Medical Secretary 8212 7606 92.62% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Maintenance Technology/Technician 7884 135 1.71% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 7671 7174 93.52% 
Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care 
Assistant/Aide 6498 5414 83.32% 
Electrician 5918 263 4.44% 
Nail Technician/Specialist and Manicurist 5917 5480 92.61% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Engineering Technology/Technician 5889 106 1.80% 
Allied Health and Medical Assisting Services, Other 5700 5039 88.40% 
Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator 
and Instructor 5624 366 6.51% 
Barbering/Barber 5602 1460 26.06% 
Diesel Mechanics Technology/Technician 4546 90 1.98% 
Surgical Technology/Technician 4415 3407 77.17% 
Welding Technology/Welder 4074 118 2.90% 
Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing 
Assistants, Other 3987 3284 82.37% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 3129 2695 86.13% 
Computer Systems Networking and 
Telecommunications 3082 497 16.13% 
Motorcycle Maintenance and Repair 
Technology/Technician 3071 101 3.29% 
Business Administration and Management, General 2997 1855 61.90% 
Diagnostic Medical Sonography/Sonographer and 
Ultrasound Technician 2802 2406 85.87% 
Autobody/Collision and Repair 
Technology/Technician 2745 109 3.97% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2010.  
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Table 11: Top 30 Four-Year For-Profit Programs in 2018 
 
Program 
Total 
Students 
Number of 
Female Students 
Percentage of 
Female Students 
Business Administration and Management, General 42096 22765 54.08% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 35462 31008 87.44% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 7524 6955 92.44% 
Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement Administration 5462 2895 53.00% 
Health/Health Care Administration/Management 5288 4377 82.77% 
Business/Commerce, General 4357 2923 67.09% 
Education, General 4228 3391 80.20% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training 4205 3731 88.73% 
Information Technology 4200 1071 25.50% 
Family Practice Nurse/Nursing 3984 3424 85.94% 
Human Resources Management/Personnel 
Administration, General 3739 2894 77.40% 
Psychology, General 3683 2946 79.99% 
Health Information/Medical Records 
Technology/Technician 3553 3364 94.68% 
Business Administration, Management and Operations, 
Other 3512 1708 48.63% 
Accounting 3379 2442 72.27% 
Human Services 3302 2917 88.34% 
Criminal Justice/Safety Studies 2768 1480 53.47% 
Behavioral Sciences 2708 2203 81.35% 
Early Childhood Education and Teaching  2577 2476 96.08% 
Educational Leadership and Administration, General 2439 1667 68.35% 
Nursing Administration 2325 2012 86.54% 
Hospital and Health Care Facilities 
Administration/Management 2027 1788 88.21% 
Special Education and Teaching, General 2022 1728 85.46% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 1985 1841 92.75% 
Computer and Information Systems Security/Information 
Assurance 1974 368 18.64% 
Occupational Safety and Health Technology/Technician 1752 361 20.61% 
Mental Health Counseling/Counselor 1716 1422 82.87% 
General Studies 1606 407 25.34% 
Criminal Justice/Police Science 1569 725 46.21% 
Fashion Merchandising  1511 1355 89.68% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2018. 
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Table 12: Top 30 Less-than-Four-Year For-Profit Programs in 2018 
  
Program 
Total 
Students 
Number of 
Female Students 
Percentage of 
Female Students  
Cosmetology/Cosmetologist, General 44348 41955 94.60% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 41932 38565 91.97% 
Aesthetician/Esthetician and Skin Care Specialist 18832 18529 98.39% 
Massage Therapy/Therapeutic Massage 12102 9024 74.57% 
Dental Assisting/Assistant 10893 9860 90.52% 
Automobile/Automotive Mechanics 
Technology/Technician 9613 416 4.33% 
Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator and 
Instructor 8057 744 9.23% 
Nail Technician/Specialist and Manicurist 7685 7134 92.83% 
Barbering/Barber 7680 1868 24.32% 
Welding Technology/Welder 6846 401 5.86% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training 6256 5493 87.80% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Maintenance Technology/Technician 6176 219 3.55% 
Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care Assistant/Aide 4383 3842 87.66% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant 4149 3311 79.80% 
Electrician 4072 129 3.17% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 3945 3568 90.44% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 3810 3279 86.06% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Engineering Technology/Technician 3423 55 1.61% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 3222 3025 93.89% 
Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing 
Assistants, Other 3139 2745 87.45% 
Medical Insurance Specialist/Medical Biller 3100 2805 90.48% 
Veterinary/Animal Health Technology/Technician and 
Veterinary Assistant 3086 2773 89.86% 
Airframe Mechanics and Aircraft Maintenance 
Technology/Technician 2434 151 6.20% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 2418 1120 46.32% 
Diesel Mechanics Technology/Technician 2346 68 2.90% 
Computer Systems Networking and 
Telecommunications 2333 330 14.14% 
Phlebotomy Technician/Phlebotomist 1977 1682 85.08% 
Surgical Technology/Technologist 1925 1497 77.77% 
Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and 
Medical Secretary 1812 1716 94.70% 
Business Administration and Management, General 1725 1196 69.33% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2018.
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Graphs 1-6 show the relationship between the percentage of female students and the percentage 
of for-profit students in the top thirty for-profit programs in 2000, 2010, and 2018 at four-year 
and less-than-four-year schools. While the data is less clear for four-year programs, percentages 
of female and for-profit students are positively correlated in less-than-four-year programs. 
Programs with higher percentages of for-profit students generally have higher percentages of 
female students, especially at less-than-four-year colleges, which suggests that program type 
influences the relationship between number of female students and for-profit students.  
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Graphs 1-3: Correlation of Female Students and Four-Year For-Profit Students at Top Thirty Programs, 2000-2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: These graphs present the correlation between the overall share of program who 
are female and share of program at for-profits for the top thirty programs by degree 
completion at four-year for-profits. Source: IPEDS data from 2000, 2010, and 2018. 
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Graphs 4-6: Correlation of Female Students and Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Students at Top Thirty Programs, 2000-2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: These graphs present the correlation between the overall share of program who 
are female and share of program at for-profits for the top thirty programs by degree 
completion at less-than-four-year for-profits. Source: IPEDS data from 2000, 2010, and 
2018. 
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Tables 13-18 give the differences in percentages of female and male students that attend for-
profit colleges (within the thirty largest for-profit programs, by total number of students). While 
female students are overrepresented at for-profit colleges overall, this discrepancy becomes less 
obvious once the gender ratio is evaluated within individual programs. To determine the overall 
overrepresentation of female students in these thirty programs (before controlling for program), I 
calculate the total number of female students (F) that attend for-profits divided by the total 
number of female students at any type of college: 
 
 
 
where FP denotes a for-profit college. Likewise, the overall percentage of male students (M) at 
for-profits is calculated as follows: 
 
 
 
Results of these overall calculations are shown in the first row of each table. I subtract the 
percentage of male students (first row, second column) from the percentage of female students 
(first row, first column) to calculate the overrepresentation of female students at for-profit 
colleges, not conditional on program: 
 
 
 
This result is shown in the last column of the first row. 
 
Next, I calculate the overall difference between female and male for-profit students, conditional 
on program. First, I calculate the number of female students at for-profits divided by the total 
number of female students separately for each of the top thirty programs: 
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where p denotes a given program. Likewise, the percentages of male students at for-profits 
within specific programs are calculated as follows: 
 
 
 
These results are presented in the second and third columns of each table. Conditional on 
program type, there are actually more male students than female students in many programs; in 
particular, higher percentages of male students can be found within many less-than-four-year 
programs.  
 
I subtract the percentage of male students (column 2) from the percentage of female students 
(column 1) in each program to calculate the overrepresentation of female students at for-profits 
in each program (column 3): 
 
 
 
Percentages close to zero imply that female and male students attend for-profits within a given 
program at relatively similar rates, while negative percentages imply that female students are 
actually outnumbered by male students in that particular program.  
 
Finally, I take the average of the differences in percentages (column 3) weighted by the total 
number of for-profit students (T) in each of the thirty programs as follows: 
 
 
 
This result is shown in the final column of the second row (“Total, Conditional on Program 
Type”).12  
                                                
12 More detailed numbers that show how these percentages were calculated can be found in Tables A.4-A.9 in 
the Appendix.   
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In 2000, there were actually 1.49% more male students than female students at four-year for-
profits, but after controlling for programs this difference increases to 2.60%. Similarly, at less-
than-four-year programs in 2000, there were 3.27% more female students in the overall sample 
but 4.89% more male students after controlling for program. Four-year for-profits in 2010 have a 
slightly unusual result; the percentage of female students actually increased from 2.14% to 
7.96% after taking program type into account. Programs such as business administration and 
management, criminal justice/law enforcement administration, and accounting all have high 
female-to-male ratios at for-profit colleges. However, at less-than-four-year programs in 2010, 
there are 11.50% more female students in the overall sample but 9.26% more male students after 
controlling for program type. In 2018, female students are overrepresented at four-year for-
profits regardless of program controls: female students outnumber male students by 2.38% 
overall and 2.63% after controlling for program type. However, results from less-than-four-year 
colleges in 2018 strongly point to the explanatory power of program type; female students are 
overrepresented by 7.24% in the overall sample, but male students are overrepresented by 4.69% 
after controlling for program type. While the differences between female and male students in 
various programs differ by year, controlling for program type consistently eliminates the 
overrepresentation of female students in less-than-four-year programs in the most recent data. 
 
As a result, the overall overrepresentation of female students at less-than-four-year for-profit 
colleges seems to be explained by program type. Conditional on program type, female students 
are not overrepresented at less-than-four-year for-profits; instead, female students are 
overrepresented in programs that for-profits provide. These tables suggest that for-profit colleges 
offer more and/or larger programs that attract higher shares of female students relative to male 
students; some of the most popular include cosmetology, medical assistance, massage therapy, 
and aesthetician programs. These trends do not hold as consistently for four-year for-profits, 
which suggests that the gender gap at four-year schools may be influenced by other factors as 
well. 
 
Besides remaining questions about the gender gap at four-year for-profits, the primary question 
that remains to be answered is why for-profits offer more programs that attract higher shares of 
female students. To my knowledge, no research on this particular topic has been conducted, 
	 41 
although details from for-profit history and characteristics of the for-profit market allow for 
much speculation. As discussed in the industry background section, for-profits have historically 
catered to nontraditional students (such as minority, female, and disabled students) who were not 
able to study at traditional liberal arts institutions. Out of necessity, for-profits tended to offer 
vocational, skill-based programs; a possible explanation is that this pattern has simply continued 
until today. Perhaps for-profits respond more rapidly to increased demands in the labor market, 
such as the shortage of workers in healthcare fields. To maximize profits, they might seek to 
offer programs that match the specialized, skill-based jobs that are in highest demand (such 
medical coding, medical assistance, and medical insurance jobs, among others). Given the link 
between the overrepresentation of female students and program type, further research could 
investigate why for-profits offer such a large number of vocational programs. 
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Table 13: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2000 
 
Percentage that  
attend for-profits 
Difference between female 
and male students at for-profits 
Program Female Male  
All Programs 2.45% 3.95% -1.49% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type   -2.60% 
Business Administration and Management, General (n=162238) 7.33% 5.49% 1.84% 
Electrical & Electronic Engineering-Related Technology (n=4779) 88.89% 89.00% -0.12% 
Electrical, Electronic & Commercial Engineering Technology (n=5812) 54.70% 55.71% -1.01% 
Information Sciences and Systems (n=11057) 27.45% 28.89% -1.45% 
Graphic Design, Commercial Art and Illustrations (n=8823) 26.84% 37.93% -11.09% 
Computer and Information Sciences, Other (n=4039) 38.13% 51.91% -13.78% 
Management Information Systems & Business Data Process (n=19348) 10.61% 9.02% 1.59% 
Drafting, General (n=2334) 67.30% 69.30% -2.00% 
Organizational Behavior Studies (4301) 34.27% 35.33% -1.06% 
Business Systems Networking and Telecommunications (n=2995) 37.00% 52.96% -15.96% 
Accounting (n=42918) 4.09% 2.16% 1.93% 
Paralegal/Legal Assistant (n= 3888) 36.20% 38.94% -2.74% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General (n=34713) 5.21% 2.83% 2.38% 
Operations Management and Supervision (n=4303) 19.03% 27.38% -8.35% 
Medical Assistant (n=1793) 54.54% 61.33% -6.79% 
Nursing Science (Post-R.N.) (n=3313) 30.06% 23.53% 6.53% 
Design and Visual Communications (n=2262) 24.91% 48.14% -23.23% 
Business Administration and Management, Other (n=7278) 12.45% 9.22% 3.23% 
Interior Design (n=220) 34.28% 40.52% -6.24% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training (n=2380) 33.66% 28.15% 5.51% 
Design and Applied Arts, Other (n=1134) 45.21% 71.53% -26.32% 
Law (LL.B., J.D.) (n=38554) 1.61% 1.65% -0.03% 
Business, General (n=37707) 1.99% 1.28% 0.71% 
Administrative Assistant/Secretarial Sciences (n=2223) 26.12% 43.66% -17.55% 
International Business (n=7497) 6.73% 7.63% -0.89% 
Business Management & Administrative Services, Other (n=6902) 8.01% 7.01% 1.01% 
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Clinical Psychology (n=3528) 13.15% 14.67% -1.52% 
Computer Programming (n=1921) 26.70% 23.25% 3.45% 
Acupuncture and Oriental Medicine (n=1135) 43.44% 34.74% 8.70% 
Film/Video and Photographic Arts, Other (n=856) 44.73% 53.01% -8.28% 
Notes: The percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are calculated by dividing the total number of female/male students at for-
profits in a given program by the total number of female/male students at any type of institution in a given program (see Appendix Table A.4 for details). The differences 
between these percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are presented in the last column (calculated by subtracting the 
percentage of male students at for-profits by the percentage of female students at for-profits). The first row presents the overall difference in percentages of all female and 
male students represented in the listed programs, without taking program type into account. The second row presents the difference weighted by program type; I take the 
average of differences between percentages of female and male students weighted by the number of students in each given program. This resulting number in the second 
row represents the difference between percentages of female and male students at four-year for-profits after controlling for program type. The number of total students in 
each program (at any school) is in parentheses after the program name. Programs are listed by highest-to-lowest numbers of for-profit students. Source: IPEDS data from 
2000. 
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Table 14: Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2000 
 
Percentage that attend  
for-profits 
Difference between female  
and male students at for-profits 
Program Female Male  
All Programs 29.24% 25.97% 3.27% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type   -4.89% 
Cosmetologist (n=42452) 80.77% 80.87% -0.10% 
Medical Assistant (n=39698) 84.18% 90.26% -6.08% 
Computer and Information Sciences, Other (n=16853) 50.47% 56.38% -5.91% 
Computer Maintenance Technology, Technician (n=10044) 76.78% 79.50% -2.72% 
Auto/Automotive Mechanic/Technician (n=19149) 25.00% 41.59% -16.59% 
Computer Programming (n=10908) 63.20% 66.27% -3.07% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General (n=11332) 60.23% 55.59% 4.64% 
Cosmetic Services, Other (n=7233) 89.24% 95.76% -6.52% 
Dental Assistant (n=11008) 58.35% 69.67% -11.32% 
Administrative Assistant/Secretarial Sciences (n=23022) 27.69% 30.77% -3.07% 
Medical Administrative Assistant/Secretary (n=10037) 63.86% 64.44% -0.59% 
Massage (n=6993) 87.98% 88.56% -0.58% 
Computer Engineering Technology/Technician (n=7559) 67.70% 66.89% 0.81% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training (n=8066) 57.01% 63.50% -6.49% 
Truck, Bus & Other Commercial Vehicle Operator (n=13239) 20.95% 33.32% -12.37% 
Electrical & Electronic Engineering-Related Technology (n=5955) 55.62% 72.02% -16.40% 
Data Processing Technology/Technician (n=11080) 25.27% 42.05% -16.78% 
Make-Up Artist (n=3629) 95.77% 88.40% 7.37% 
Business Administration and Management, General (n=22216) 16.67% 10.91% 5.76% 
Electrical, Electronic & Commercial Engineering Technology (n=10244) 27.43% 31.31% -3.88% 
Heating, Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Maintenance (n=8621) 28.87% 36.23% -7.36% 
General Office/Clerical & Typing Services (n=9195) 31.65% 43.78% -12.13% 
Graphic Design, Commercial Art and Illustrations (n=7693) 32.84% 46.91% -14.08% 
Nurse Assistant/Aide (n=16963) 17.33% 21.03% -3.69% 
Medical Office Management (n=4095) 69.31% 74.31% -5.00% 
Paralegal/Legal Assistant (n=7769) 34.38% 34.36% 0.03% 
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Barber/Hairstylist (n=3253) 80.40% 82.16% -1.76% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant (n=4059) 62.32% 73.06% -10.74% 
Cosmetic Services, General (n=2592) 97.66% 96.89% 0.76% 
Vehicle and Equipment Operators, Other (n=3181) 50.42% 84.57% -34.15% 
Notes: The percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are calculated by dividing the total number of female/male students at for-
profits in a given program by the total number of female/male students at any type of institution in a given program (see Appendix Table A.5 for details). The differences 
between these percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are presented in the last column (calculated by subtracting the 
percentage of male students at for-profits by the percentage of female students at for-profits). The first row presents the overall difference in percentages of all female and 
male students represented in the listed programs, without taking program type into account. The second row presents the difference weighted by program type; I take the 
average of differences between percentages of female and male students weighted by the number of students in each given program. This resulting number in the second 
row represents the difference between percentages of female and male students at less-than-four-year for-profits after controlling for program type. The number of total 
students in each program (at any school) is in parentheses after the program name. Programs are listed by highest-to-lowest numbers of for-profit students. Source: IPEDS 
data from 2000. 
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Table 15: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2010 
 
Percentage that attend  
for-profits 
Difference between female  
and male students at for-profits 
Program Female Male  
All Programs 11.35% 9.21% 2.14% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type   7.96% 
Business Administration and Management, General (n=274594) 27.32% 17.40% 9.93% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant (n=12591) 89.35% 92.09% -2.74% 
Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement Administration (n=22770) 55.04% 36.78% 18.26% 
Office Management and Supervision (n=10773) 92.22% 92.69% -0.46% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse (n=106151) 9.32% 8.13% 1.19% 
Accounting (n=70338) 17.35% 9.31% 8.04% 
Psychology, General (n=110663) 9.05% 6.07% 2.98% 
Computer Systems Networking Telecommunications (n=7896) 73.85% 73.97% -0.12% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist (n=4888) 98.84% 99.51% -0.67% 
Information Technology (n=8885) 55.82% 51.64% 4.18% 
Business/Commerce, General (n=43697) 14.40% 6.61% 7.80% 
Business Administration, Management and Operations, Other (n=13097) 33.60% 32.26% 1.34% 
Electrical, Electronic and Communications Engineering Technology/Technician (n=6378) 65.12% 66.20% -1.08% 
Organizational Leadership (n=5566) 75.73% 71.58% 4.14% 
Elementary Education and Teaching (n=61712) 6.62% 4.82% 1.80% 
Graphic Design (n=7779) 44.61% 50.96% -6.35% 
Curriculum and Instruction (n=21685) 17.01% 16.84% 0.17% 
Corrections and Criminal Justice, Other (n=4560) 81.56% 75.30% 6.26% 
Criminal Justice/Safety Studies (n=29648) 14.29% 7.91% 6.39% 
Web Page, Digital/Multimedia and Information Resources Design (n=4022) 81.64% 81.42% 0.22% 
Educational Leadership and Administration, General (n=31015) 10.61% 9.92% 0.69% 
Accounting Technology/Technician and Bookkeeping (n=4490) 72.59% 60.68% 11.92% 
Interior Design (n=6308) 47.89% 54.41% -6.51% 
Legal Assistant/Paralegal (n=6305) 50.09% 37.84% 12.25% 
CAD/CADD Drafting and/or Design Technology/Technician (n=3225) 92.92% 91.76% 1.16% 
Health/Health Care Administration/Management (n=11083) 27.80% 17.15% 10.65% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training (n=5872) 47.59% 45.54% 2.05% 
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General Studies (n=26828) 6.84% 13.57% -6.73% 
Human Services, General (n=6453) 38.68% 28.29% 10.38% 
Human Resources Management/Personnel Administration, General (n=11749) 21.17% 15.08% 6.10% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General (n=18099) 16.29% 11.68% 4.61% 
Notes: The percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are calculated by dividing the total number of female/male students at for-
profits in a given program by the total number of female/male students at any type of institution in a given program (see Appendix Table A.6 for details). The differences 
between these percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are presented in the last column (calculated by subtracting the 
percentage of male students at for-profits by the percentage of female students at for-profits). The first row presents the overall difference in percentages of all female and 
male students represented in the listed programs, without taking program type into account. The second row presents the difference weighted by program type; I take the 
average of differences between percentages of female and male students weighted by the number of students in each given program. This resulting number in the second 
row represents the difference between percentages of female and male students at four-year for-profits after controlling for program type. The number of total students in 
each program (at any school) is in parentheses after the program name. Programs are listed by highest-to-lowest numbers of for-profit students. Source: IPEDS data from 
2010. 
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Table 16: Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2010 
 
Percentage that attend  
for-profits 
Difference between female  
and male students at for-profits 
Program Female Male  
Al Programs 36.40% 24.90% 11.50% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type   -9.26% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant (n=109302) 89.36% 93.75% -4.91% 
Cosmetology/Cosmetologist, General (n=72573) 85.88% 88.89% -3.50% 
Massage Therapy/Therapeutic Massage (n=25451) 90.36% 94.02% -4.05% 
Dental Assisting/Assistant (n=22584) 74.03% 87.09% -17.64% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant (n=18806) 78.57% 82.81% -5.40% 
Automobile/Automotive Mechanics Technology/Technician (n=31136) 28.54% 44.72% -56.72% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder (n=16028) 82.25% 90.87% -10.48% 
Medical Insurance Specialist/Medical Biller (n=12788) 90.76% 94.57% -4.20% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training (n=55492) 19.11% 23.34% -22.15% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training (n=14260) 66.81% 74.59% -11.66% 
Aesthetician/Esthetician and Skin Care Specialist (n=10699) 94.50% 93.49% 1.07% 
Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and Medical Secretary (n=12950) 62.34% 80.91% -29.79% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration Maintenance 
Technology/Technician (n=18309) 36.89% 43.19% -17.08% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist (n=9458) 80.77% 86.28% -6.83% 
Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care Assistant/Aide (n=44056) 14.33% 17.26% -20.44% 
Electrician (n=14723) 46.22% 39.95% 13.56% 
Nail Technician/Specialist and Manicurist (n=6499) 90.65% 96.26% -6.18% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration Engineering 
Technology/Technician (n=7755) 58.56% 76.35% -30.38% 
Allied Health and Medical Assisting Services, Other (n=7305) 77.85% 79.45% -2.06% 
Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator and Instructor (n=16276) 32.25% 34.73% -7.69% 
Barbering/Barber (n=6300) 90.80% 88.28% 2.77% 
Diesel Mechanics Technology/Technician (n=8289) 51.43% 54.92% -6.78% 
Surgical Technology/Technician (n=8776) 48.51% 57.50% -18.53% 
Welding Technology/Welder (n=23223) 11.91% 17.79% -49.44% 
Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing Assistants, Other (n=6179) 63.17% 71.73% -13.57% 
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Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse (n=67560) 4.57% 5.07% -10.88% 
Computer Systems Networking and Telecommunications (n=8979) 36.81% 33.88% 7.96% 
Motorcycle Maintenance and Repair Technology/Technician (n=3314) 90.99% 92.73% -1.91% 
Business Administration and Management, General (n=36283) 8.88% 7.42% 16.35% 
Diagnostic Medical Sonography/Sonographer and Ultrasound Technician (n=3469) 82.85% 70.09% 15.40% 
Autobody/Collision and Repair Technology/Technician (n=6812) 34.60% 40.57% -17.25% 
Notes: The percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are calculated by dividing the total number of female/male students at for-
profits in a given program by the total number of female/male students at any type of institution in a given program (see Appendix Table A.7 for details). The differences 
between these percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are presented in the last column (calculated by subtracting the 
percentage of male students at for-profits by the percentage of female students at for-profits). The first row presents the overall difference in percentages of all female and 
male students represented in the listed programs, without taking program type into account. The second row presents the difference weighted by program type; I take the 
average of differences between percentages of female and male students weighted by the number of students in each given program. This resulting number in the second 
row represents the difference between percentages of female and male students at less-than-four-year for-profits after controlling for program type. The number of total 
students in each program (at any school) is in parentheses after the program name. Programs are listed by highest-to-lowest numbers of for-profit students. Source: IPEDS 
data from 2010. 
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Table 17: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2018 
 
Percentage that attend  
for-profits 
Difference between female  
and male students at for-profits 
Program Female Male  
All Programs 8.22% 5.84% 2.38% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type   2.63% 
Business Administration and Management, General (n=281091) 17.18% 13.01% 4.17% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse (n=187933) 18.99% 18.05% 0.95% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant (n=11667) 64.62% 62.94% 1.68% 
Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement Administration (n=22742) 25.92% 22.18% 3.74% 
Health/Health Care Administration/Management (n=23860) 24.04% 16.12% 7.91% 
Business/Commerce, General (n=44902) 13.69% 6.09% 7.61% 
Education, General (n=29432) 14.77% 12.92% 1.85% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training (n=6906) 61.44% 56.90% 4.53% 
Information Technology (n=18624) 21.72% 22.85% -1.13% 
Family Practice Nurse/Nursing (n=14696) 26.66% 30.19% -3.52% 
Human Resources Management/Personnel Administration, General (n=15369) 25.51% 21.00% 4.51% 
Psychology, General (n=121028) 3.10% 2.84% 0.26% 
Health Information/Medical Records Technology/Technician (n=5160) 70.45% 49.09% 21.36% 
Business Administration, Management and Operations, Other (n=15363) 21.36% 24.49% -3.13% 
Accounting (n=75384) 6.14% 2.63% 3.51% 
Human Services (n=10741) 31.37% 26.70% 4.67% 
Criminal Justice/Safety Studies (n=37887) 7.63% 6.97% 0.66% 
Behavioral Sciences (n=4153) 65.37% 64.50% 0.88% 
Early Childhood Education and Teaching (n=20848) 12.36% 12.45% -0.10% 
Educational Leadership and Administration, General (n=31609) 7.80% 7.54% 0.26% 
Nursing Administration (n=8483) 26.60% 34.06% -7.46% 
Hospital and Health Care Facilities Administration/Management (n=4058) 53.82% 32.47% 21.35% 
Special Education and Teaching, General (n=20718) 9.68% 10.27% -0.59% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder (n=3209) 61.61% 65.16% -3.55% 
Computer and Information Systems Security/Information Assurance (n=11822) 15.82% 16.91% -1.09% 
Occupational Safety and Health Technology/Technician (n=2891) 61.71% 60.32% 1.39% 
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Mental Health Counseling/Counselor (n=6143) 27.67% 29.28% -1.61% 
General Studies (n=38288) 1.80% 7.67% -5.87% 
Criminal Justice/Police Science (n=8571) 22.41% 15.82% 6.59% 
Fashion Merchandising (n=4540) 32.38% 43.94% -11.57% 
Notes: The percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are calculated by dividing the total number of female/male students at for-
profits in a given program by the total number of female/male students at any type of institution in a given program (see Appendix Table A.8 for details). The differences 
between these percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are presented in the last column (calculated by subtracting the 
percentage of male students at for-profits by the percentage of female students at for-profits). The first row presents the overall difference in percentages of all female and 
male students represented in the listed programs, without taking program type into account. The second row presents the difference weighted by program type; I take the 
average of differences between percentages of female and male students weighted by the number of students in each given program. This resulting number in the second 
row represents the difference between percentages of female and male students at four-year for-profits after controlling for program type. The number of total students in 
each program (at any school) is in parentheses after the program name. Programs are listed by highest-to-lowest numbers of for-profit students. Source: IPEDS data from 
2018. 
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Table 18: Less-Than-4-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2018 
 
Percentage that attend  
for-profits 
Difference between female  
and male students at for-profits 
Program Female Male  
All Programs 21.83% 14.59% 7.24% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type   -4.69% 
Cosmetology/Cosmetologist, General (n=56218) 78.61% 84.02% -5.41% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant (n=53864) 77.45% 82.75% -5.30% 
Aesthetician/Esthetician and Skin Care Specialist (n=19936) 94.46% 94.39% 0.07% 
Massage Therapy/Therapeutic Massage (n=14009) 85.63% 88.68% -3.04% 
Dental Assisting/Assistant (n=16474) 64.93% 80.14% -15.21% 
Automobile/Automotive Mechanics Technology/Technician (n=32611) 22.65% 29.89% -7.24% 
Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator and Instructor (n=16142) 43.92% 50.62% -6.70% 
Nail Technician/Specialist and Manicurist (n=8403) 91.16% 95.49% -4.34% 
Barbering/Barber (n=8545) 88.95% 90.18% -1.23% 
Welding Technology/Welder (n=38679) 16.16% 17.80% -1.64% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training (n=37457) 16.35% 19.78% -3.43% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration Maintenance Technology/Technician (n=18097) 47.10% 33.79% 13.31% 
Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care Assistant/Aide (n=36259) 12.01% 12.65% -0.64% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant (n=7309) 56.33% 58.56% -2.23% 
Electrician (n=15083) 23.58% 27.13% -3.54% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder (n=6855) 56.70% 67.08% -10.38% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse (n=56184) 6.77% 6.85% -0.08% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration Engineering Technology/Technician (n=5638) 50.93% 60.90% -9.98% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist (n=4767) 67.30% 72.43% -5.13% 
Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing Assistants, Other (n=3994) 78.25% 81.07% -2.82% 
Medical Insurance Specialist/Medical Biller (n=6740) 44.64% 64.69% -20.06% 
Veterinary/Animal Health Technology/Technician and Veterinary Assistant (n=6337) 47.49% 62.85% -15.36% 
Airframe Mechanics and Aircraft Maintenance Technology/Technician (n=4677) 44.28% 52.65% -8.37% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training (n=8591) 25.41% 31.02% -5.61% 
Diesel Mechanics Technology/Technician (n=8256) 28.45% 28.41% 0.04% 
Computer Systems Networking and Telecommunications (n=9153) 27.64% 25.17% 2.47% 
Phlebotomy Technician/Phlebotomist (n=6859) 27.57% 38.92% -11.35% 
	 53 
Surgical Technology/Technologist (n=6504) 27.80% 38.25% -10.45% 
Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and Medical Secretary (n=8184) 21.88% 28.07% -6.19% 
Business Administration and Management, General (n=60796) 3.54% 1.96% 1.57% 
Notes: The percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are calculated by dividing the total number of female/male students at for-
profits in a given program by the total number of female/male students at any type of institution in a given program (see Appendix Table A.9 for details). The differences 
between these percentages of female and male students that attend for-profits in specific programs are presented in the last column (calculated by subtracting the 
percentage of male students at for-profits by the percentage of female students at for-profits). The first row presents the overall difference in percentages of all female and 
male students represented in the listed programs, without taking program type into account. The second row presents the difference weighted by program type; I take the 
average of differences between percentages of female and male students weighted by the number of students in each given program. This resulting number in the second 
row represents the difference between percentages of female and male students at less-than-four-year for-profits after controlling for program type. The number of total 
students in each program (at any school) is in parentheses after the program name. Programs are listed by highest-to-lowest numbers of for-profit students. Source: IPEDS 
data from 2018.
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Conclusion 
 
The overrepresentation of female students at for-profit colleges is significantly driven by 
differences in program type, especially at less-than-four-year schools. Because for-profits tend to 
offer more and larger programs that attract greater shares of female students, a greater percentage 
of female students attend for-profit colleges relative to other types of schools. This result adds 
complexity to the debate surrounding for-profit regulation and policy. For-profit students 
certainly face disadvantages: they have lower future incomes and take on more debt than other 
students. However, less-than-four-year for-profits in particular also offer a set of degrees and 
certificates that differ from those at traditional four-year liberal arts institutions or community 
colleges. A greater share of female students attends for-profit colleges because for-profits offer 
unique, highly-demanded training in certain vocations.  
 
Two questions that this paper cannot answer could shed further light on this subject and its 
application to for-profit college-related policy and regulation. First, as briefly explored earlier in 
this paper, why do for-profits offer so many of these particular programs? If for-profits seek to 
attract students with access to financial aid through these types of programs, they could certainly 
be as predatory as Obama administration-era policy seems to suggest. However, if for-profits are 
simply responding to demand and filling a gap in the higher education market, they could 
positively contribute to higher education by offering nontraditional vocational training. Further 
research that analyzes the history of the for-profit market and the development of its unique 
programs could offer insight into these questions. Secondly, why are female students more 
attracted to certain programs like cosmetology and medical assistance? This particular set of 
preferences exhibited by female students seems to disadvantage them in today’s higher education 
system, since choosing to attend a for-profit school based on the availability of a certain program 
could ultimately lead to a lower future income and higher debt. Exploring why female students 
prefer these types of programs could offer more explanation into why certain inequitable trends 
in higher education like those at for-profit colleges exist today. 
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Appendix  
	
Table A.1: Selection into For-Profit College Sector: Logit Choice Model 
 
Relative to Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
 
Selection into Less-than-Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
  
Model 1:  
No Controls 
Model 2:  
Personal 
Characteristics 
Model 3:  
High School 
Ability 
Model 4:  
Family 
Background 
Model 5: 
Location 
Model 6: 
Major  
(not shown) 
Model 7:  
All Controls 
Female -0.144** -0.064 -0.960 -0.225** -0.163** -0.050** 0.032 
Age  0.345**     0.207** 
Delayed enrollment 
after high school  1.546**     0.848** 
Math score in 2009   -0.383**    -0.369** 
Math score in 2012   -0.493**    -0.399** 
GPA   -1.395**    -1.294** 
Black     0.238**   -0.622** 
Hispanic    0.404**   -0.032 
Family income    -0.135**   -0.102** 
First language is 
English    0.199**   0.1722 
First generation 
college student    0.896**   0.677** 
Northeast     -0.691**  -0.816** 
Midwest     -0.498**  -0.502** 
South     -0.527**  -0.793** 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. This table presents the results of a multinomial logit model that models choice into four different sectors of higher education: four-
year public and private non-profit colleges, less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges (i.e., community college), four-year for-profit colleges, and 
less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. This table presents results for selection into four-year public and private non-profit colleges relative to four-year public and 
private non-profit colleges. The first model has zero controls. Models 2-6 include different groups of controls (model 6 controls for twenty-two categories of 
majors, which are not shown in the table). Model 7 includes all of the controls. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
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Relative to Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
 
Selection into Four-Year For-Profit Colleges 
  
Model 1:  
No 
Controls 
Model 2:  
Personal 
Characteristics 
Model 3:  
High School 
Ability 
Model 4:  
Family 
Background 
Model 5: 
Location 
Model 6: 
Major 
Model 7:  
All 
Controls 
Female 0.336** 0.513** 0.309 0.271* 0.322** 0.305** 0.548* 
Age  0.365**     0.025 
Delayed enrollment after high 
school  1.512**     0.825* 
Math score in 2009   -0.254    -0.191 
Math score in 2012   -0.398*    -0.353 
GPA   -1.474**    -1.400** 
Black     0.776**   -0.436 
Hispanic    0.563**   0.390 
Family income    -0.145**   -0.116** 
First language is English    0.254   0.772 
First generation college 
student    0.617**   0.548* 
Northeast     -0.812**  -0.960** 
Midwest     -0.681**  -0.900** 
South     -0.43**  -0.875** 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. This table presents the results of a multinomial logit model that models choice into four different sectors of higher education: four-
year public and private non-profit colleges, less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges (i.e., community college), four-year for-profit colleges, and 
less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. This table presents results for selection into four-year for-profit colleges relative to four-year public and private non-profit 
colleges. The first model has zero controls. Models 2-6 include different groups of controls (model 6 controls for twenty-two categories of majors, which are not 
shown in the table). Model 7 includes all of the controls. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
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Relative to Four-Year Public and Private Non-Profit Colleges 
 
Selection into Less-than-Four-Year For-Profit Colleges 
 
Model 1:  
No 
Controls 
Model 2:  
Personal 
Characteristics 
Model 3:  
High School 
Ability 
Model 4:  
Family  
Background 
Model 5: 
Location 
Model 6: 
Major 
Model 7:  
All Controls 
Female 0.546** 0.704** 0.551** 0.413** 0.534** 0.492** 0.818** 
Age  0.527**     0.327 
Delayed enrollment after 
high school  2.081**     1.249** 
Math score in 2009   -0.772**    -0.844** 
Math score in 2012   -0.792**    -0.654** 
GPA   -1.588**    -1.597** 
Black     0.006   -1.299** 
Hispanic    0.745**   -0.046 
Family income    -0.194**   -0.115** 
First language is English    0.489**   -0.183 
First generation college 
student    1.257**   0.682** 
Northeast     -0.434**  -1.111** 
Midwest     -0.607**  -0.369 
South     -0.650**  -0.771** 
Notes: Sample size = 12,849. This table presents the results of a multinomial logit model that models choice into four different sectors of higher education: four-
year public and private non-profit colleges, less-than-four-year public and private non-profit colleges (i.e., community college), four-year for-profit colleges, and 
less-than-four-year for-profit colleges. This table presents results for selection into less-than-four-year for-profit colleges relative to four-year public and private 
non-profit colleges. The first model has zero controls. Models 2-6 include different groups of controls (model 6 controls for twenty-two categories of majors, 
which are not shown in the table). Model 7 includes all of the controls. **p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: HSLS:09. 
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Table A.2: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 1990 
 
	
Total number of college 
students 
Total number of for-
profit students 
Percentage that attend 
for-profits 
Difference 
between female 
and male students 
at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 1691110 1554636 19530 33422 1.15% 2.15% -0.99% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             -0.57% 
Engineering and Engineering Related 
Technology 2706 27558 519 5775 19.18% 20.96% -1.78% 
Business and Management 144859 187599 905 1124 0.62% 0.60% 0.03% 
Law  4151 3294 939 957 22.62% 29.05% -6.43% 
Computer and Information Sciences 12382 27934 733 980 5.92% 3.51% 2.41% 
Business (Administrative Support) 8548 2426 1299 359 15.20% 14.80% 0.40% 
Marketing and Distribution 5715 3445 612 115 10.71% 3.34% 7.37% 
Visual and Performing Arts 29760 19964 254 316 0.85% 1.58% -0.73% 
Precision Production 981 1148 212 224 21.61% 19.51% 2.10% 
Communications 33374 21560 148 247 0.44% 1.15% -0.70% 
Architecture and Environmental Designs 5270 8158 310 75 5.88% 0.92% 4.96% 
Law  15710 21378 164 202 1.04% 0.94% 0.10% 
Communications Technologies 848 971 154 150 18.16% 15.45% 2.71% 
Health Sciences 60401 12850 206 79 0.34% 0.61% -0.27% 
Mechanics and Repairers 100 1557 17 262 17.00% 16.83% 0.17% 
Allied Health 18366 5543 207 40 1.13% 0.72% 0.41% 
Engineering 13778 79542 10 201 0.07% 0.25% -0.18% 
Home Economics 14435 1625 163 39 1.13% 2.40% -1.27% 
Psychology 46910 20112 52 31 0.11% 0.15% -0.04% 
Vocational Home Economics 2028 1271 19 1 0.94% 0.08% 0.86% 
Education 158075 49450 14 2 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 
Liberal/General Studies 23629 18390 12 2 0.05% 0.01% 0.04% 
Social Sciences 57037 75406 5 5 0.01% 0.01% 0.00% 
Science Technologies  1019 1090 8 1 0.79% 0.09% 0.69% 
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Multi/Interdisciplinary Studies 12491 11466 3 5 0.02% 0.04% -0.02% 
Theology 4311 8716 2 1 0.05% 0.01% 0.03% 
Protective Services 6750 11410 1 2 0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 
Theological Studies 1500 3904 0 2 0.00% 0.05% -0.05% 
Source: IPEDS data from 1990. 
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Table A.3: Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 1990 
 
	
Total number of 
college students 
Total number of for-
profit students 
Percentage that attend 
for-profits 
Difference 
between female 
and male students 
at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 791172 603832 138454 106188 17.50% 17.59% -0.09% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             3.56% 
Business (Administrative Support) 69470 14133 20131 3070 28.98% 21.72% 7.26% 
Engineering and Engineering Related Technology 5721 44837 1321 14092 23.09% 31.43% -8.34% 
Mechanics and Repairers 3837 35090 1114 9675 29.03% 27.57% 1.46% 
Allied Health 61767 14169 8823 1413 14.28% 9.97% 4.31% 
Business and Management 34234 23558 6385 3494 18.65% 14.83% 3.82% 
Marketing and Distribution 17319 6027 8202 1516 47.36% 25.15% 22.20% 
Computer and Information Sciences 8717 6892 4292 2964 49.24% 43.01% 6.23% 
Precision Production 5622 16877 1098 2866 19.53% 16.98% 2.55% 
Law 6150 1534 2487 803 40.44% 52.35% -11.91% 
Vocational Home Economics  12752 3958 2556 373 20.04% 9.42% 10.62% 
Transportation and Material Moving 1786 8433 420 1961 23.52% 23.25% 0.26% 
Consumer, Personal and Misc. Services 6674 1484 1692 220 25.35% 14.82% 10.53% 
Letters 1092 1357 675 1130 61.81% 83.27% -21.46% 
Visual and Performing Arts 2845 2562 805 931 28.30% 36.34% -8.04% 
Construction Trades 877 10746 83 992 9.46% 9.23% 0.23% 
Architecture and Environmental Design 1650 266 790 102 47.88% 38.35% 9.53% 
Renewable Natural Resources 474 1465 272 565 57.38% 38.57% 18.82% 
Home Economics 1205 146 713 82 59.17% 56.16% 3.01% 
Health Sciences 38509 3935 364 107 0.95% 2.72% -1.77% 
Protective Services 4532 15365 139 261 3.07% 1.70% 1.37% 
Engineering 466 2369 63 306 13.52% 12.92% 0.60% 
Communications 923 1071 105 225 11.38% 21.01% -9.63% 
Communications Technologies 767 1555 79 143 10.30% 9.20% 1.10% 
Military Sciences 105 54 105 54 100.00% 100.00% 0.00% 
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Education 5836 3034 1 100 0.02% 3.30% -3.28% 
Liberal/General Studies 68415 46362 10 7 0.01% 0.02% 0.00% 
Source: IPEDS data from 1990. 
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Table A.4: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance By Program and Gender, 2000 
  
 
Total number of college 
students 
Total number of for-profit 
students 
Percentage that 
attend for-profits 
Difference between 
female and male 
students at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 2252974 1730176 55284 68276 2.45% 3.95% -1.49% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             -2.60% 
Business Administration and 
Management, General 74228 88010 5441 4835 7.33% 5.49% 1.84% 
Electrical & Electronic Engineering-
Related Technology 459 4320 408 3845 88.89% 89.00% -0.12% 
Electrical, Electronic & Commercial 
Engineering Technology 468 5344 256 2977 54.70% 55.71% -1.01% 
Information Sciences and Systems 4263 6794 1170 1963 27.45% 28.89% -1.45% 
Graphic Design, Commercial Art and 
Illustrations 4549 4274 1221 1621 26.84% 37.93% -11.09% 
Computer and Information Sciences, 
Other 1419 2620 541 1360 38.13% 51.91% -13.78% 
Management Information Systems & 
Business Data Process 7653 11695 812 1055 10.61% 9.02% 1.59% 
Drafting, General 422 1912 284 1325 67.30% 69.30% -2.00% 
Organizational Behavior Studies 2495 1806 855 638 34.27% 35.33% -1.06% 
Business Systems Networking and 
Telecommunications  954 2041 353 1081 37.00% 52.96% -15.96% 
Accounting 25822 17096 1057 370 4.09% 2.16% 1.93% 
Paralegal/Legal Assistant 3359 529 1216 206 36.20% 38.94% -2.74% 
Computer and Information Sciences, 
General 9695 25018 505 708 5.21% 2.83% 2.38% 
Operations Management and Supervision 1429 2874 272 787 19.03% 27.38% -8.35% 
Medical Assistant 1718 75 937 46 54.54% 61.33% -6.79% 
Nursing Science (Post-R.N.) 3041 272 914 64 30.06% 23.53% 6.53% 
Design and Visual Communications 1132 1130 282 544 24.91% 48.14% -23.23% 
Business Administration and 
Management, Other 3503 3775 436 348 12.45% 9.22% 3.23% 
Interior Design 1931 269 662 109 34.28% 40.52% -6.24% 
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Culinary Arts/Chef Training 817 1563 275 440 33.66% 28.15% 5.51% 
Design and Applied Arts, Other 407 727 184 520 45.21% 71.53% -26.32% 
Law (LL.B., J.D.) 17724 20830 286 343 1.61% 1.65% -0.03% 
Business, General 17497 20210 348 258 1.99% 1.28% 0.71% 
Administrative Assistant/Secretarial 
Sciences 2152 71 562 31 26.12% 43.66% -17.55% 
International Business 3550 3947 239 301 6.73% 7.63% -0.89% 
Business Management & Administrative 
Services, Other 3219 3683 258 258 8.01% 7.01% 1.01% 
Clinical Psychology 2594 934 341 137 13.15% 14.67% -1.52% 
Computer Programming 648 1273 173 296 26.70% 23.25% 3.45% 
Acupuncture and Oriental Medicine 709 426 308 148 43.44% 34.74% 8.70% 
Film/Video and Photographic Arts, Other  275 581 123 308 44.73% 53.01% -8.28% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2000. 
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Table A.5: Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Attendance By Program and Gender, 2000 
 
 
Total number of less-than-
4-year college students 
Total number of less-than- 
4-year for-profit students 
Percentage that 
attend for-profits 
Difference between 
female and male 
students at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 1277096 859118 373400 223124 29.24% 25.97% 3.27% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type       -4.89% 
Cosmetologist 39807 2645 32151 2139 80.77% 80.87% -0.10% 
Medical Assistant 37018 2680 31162 2419 84.18% 90.26% -6.08% 
Computer and Information Sciences, 
Other 7644 9209 3858 5192 50.47% 56.38% -5.91% 
Computer Maintenance Technology, 
Technician 2020 8024 1551 6379 76.78% 79.50% -2.72% 
Auto/Automotive Mechanic/Technician 740 18409 185 7657 25.00% 41.59% -16.59% 
Computer Programming 4560 6348 2882 4207 63.20% 66.27% -3.07% 
Computer and Information Sciences, 
General 5545 5787 3340 3217 60.23% 55.59% 4.64% 
Cosmetic Services, Other 6691 542 5971 519 89.24% 95.76% -6.52% 
Dental Assistant 10464 544 6106 379 58.35% 69.67% -11.32% 
Administrative Assistant/Secretarial 
Sciences 21088 1934 5840 595 27.69% 30.77% -3.07% 
Medical Administrative 
Assistant/Secretary 9767 270 6237 174 63.86% 64.44% -0.59% 
Massage 5393 1600 4745 1417 87.98% 88.56% -0.58% 
Computer Engineering 
Technology/Technician 1588 5971 1075 3994 67.70% 66.89% 0.81% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 3110 4956 1773 3147 57.01% 63.50% -6.49% 
Truck, Bus & Other Commercial Vehicle 
Operator 1604 11635 336 3877 20.95% 33.32% -12.37% 
Electrical & Electronic Engineering-
Related Technology  676 5279 376 3802 55.62% 72.02% -16.40% 
Data Processing Technology/Technician 6324 4756 1598 2000 25.27% 42.05% -16.78% 
Make-Up Artist 3448 181 3302 160 95.77% 88.40% 7.37% 
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Business Administration and 
Management, General 14266 7950 2378 867 16.67% 10.91% 5.76% 
Electrical, Electronic & Commercial 
Engineering Technology 1163 9081 319 2843 27.43% 31.31% -3.88% 
Heating, Air Conditioning and 
Refrigeration Maintenance 142 8479 41 3072 28.87% 36.23% -7.36% 
General Office/Clerical & Typing 
Services 7628 1567 2414 686 31.65% 43.78% -12.13% 
Graphic Design, Commercial Art and 
Illustrations 3886 3807 1276 1786 32.84% 46.91% -14.08% 
Nurse Assistant/Aide 15289 1674 2650 352 17.33% 21.03% -3.69% 
Medical Office Management 3842 253 2663 188 69.31% 74.31% -5.00% 
Paralegal/Legal Assistant 6759 1010 2324 347 34.38% 34.36% 0.03% 
Barber/Hairstylist 1291 1962 1038 1612 80.40% 82.16% -1.76% 
Pharmacy Technician/Asssitant 3116 943 1942 689 62.32% 73.06% -10.74% 
Cosmetic Services, General 2431 161 2374 156 97.66% 96.89% 0.76% 
Vehicle and Equipment Operators, Other 478 2703 241 2286 50.42% 84.57% -34.15% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2000. 
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Table A.6: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance By Program and Gender, 2010 
 
	
Total number of 
college students 
Total number of for-
profit students 
Percentage that 
attend for-profits 
Difference between 
female and male 
students at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 3504200 2506634 397894 230856 11.35% 9.21% 2.14% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             7.96% 
Business Administration and Management, General 131525 143069 35937 24890 27.32% 17.40% 9.93% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 11731 860 10482 792 89.35% 92.09% -2.74% 
Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement Administration 12244 10526 6739 3871 55.04% 36.78% 18.26% 
Office Management and Supervision 6945 3828 6405 3548 92.22% 92.69% -0.46% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 93564 12587 8716 1023 9.32% 8.13% 1.19% 
Accounting 38528 31810 6685 2962 17.35% 9.31% 8.04% 
Psychology, General 85145 25518 7705 1549 9.05% 6.07% 2.98% 
Computer Systems Networking Telecommunications 1285 6611 949 4890 73.85% 73.97% -0.12% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 4478 410 4426 408 98.84% 99.51% -0.67% 
Information Technology 2363 6522 1319 3368 55.82% 51.64% 4.18% 
Business/Commerce, General 20747 22950 2988 1516 14.40% 6.61% 7.80% 
Business Administration, Management and Operations, 
Other 6336 6761 2129 2181 33.60% 32.26% 1.34% 
Electrical, Electronic and Communications 
Engineering Technology/Technician 559 5819 364 3852 65.12% 66.20% -1.08% 
Organizational Leadership 3370 2196 2552 1572 75.73% 71.58% 4.14% 
Elementary Education and Teaching 55618 6094 3684 294 6.62% 4.82% 1.80% 
Graphic Design 4443 3336 1982 1700 44.61% 50.96% -6.35% 
Curriculum and Instruction 17446 4239 2968 714 17.01% 16.84% 0.17% 
Corrections and Criminal Justice, Other 2868 1692 2339 1274 81.56% 75.30% 6.26% 
Criminal Justice/Safety Studies 14824 14824 2119 1172 14.29% 7.91% 6.39% 
Web Page, Digital/Multimedia and Information 
Resources Design 1552 2470 1267 2011 81.64% 81.42% 0.22% 
Educational Leadership and Administration, General 20323 10692 2156 1061 10.61% 9.92% 0.69% 
Accounting Technology/Technician and Bookkeeping 3572 918 2593 557 72.59% 60.68% 11.92% 
Interior Design 5786 522 2771 284 47.89% 54.41% -6.51% 
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Legal Assistant/Paralegal 5396 909 2703 344 50.09% 37.84% 12.25% 
CAD/CADD Drafting and/or Design 
Technology/Technician 579 2646 538 2428 92.92% 91.76% 1.16% 
Health/Health Care Administration/Management  8220 2863 2285 491 27.80% 17.15% 10.65% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 2574 3298 1225 1502 47.59% 45.54% 2.05% 
General Studies 15668 11160 1071 1514 6.84% 13.57% -6.73% 
Human Services, General 5435 1018 2102 288 38.68% 28.29% 10.38% 
Human Resources Management/Personnel 
Administration, General 8638 3111 1829 469 21.17% 15.08% 6.10% 
Computer and Information Sciences, General 3401 14698 554 1717 16.29% 11.68% 4.61% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2010. 
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Table A.7: Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2010 
 
	
Total number of 
college students 
Total number of for-
profit students 
Percentage that 
attend for-profits 
Difference between 
female and male 
students at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 1860258 1168824 677176 291016 36.40% 24.90% 11.50% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             -9.26% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 98203 11099 87755 10405 89.36% 93.75% -4.91% 
Cosmetology/Cosmetologist, General 67948 4625 58352 4111 85.88% 88.89% -3.50% 
Massage Therapy/Therapeutic Massage 19352 6099 17486 5734 90.36% 94.02% -4.05% 
Dental Assisting/Assistant 20539 2045 15205 1781 74.03% 87.09% -17.64% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant 13860 4946 10890 4096 78.57% 82.81% -5.40% 
Automobile/Automotive Mechanics 
Technology/Technician 1244 29892 355 13369 28.54% 44.72% -56.72% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 14659 1369 12057 1244 82.25% 90.87% -10.48% 
Medical Insurance Specialist/Medical Biller 11627 1161 10553 1098 90.76% 94.57% -4.20% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training 48966 6526 9355 1523 19.11% 23.34% -22.15% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 6179 8081 4128 6028 66.81% 74.59% -11.66% 
Aesthetician/Esthetician and Skin Care Specialist 10530 169 9951 158 94.50% 93.49% 1.07% 
Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and 
Medical Secretary 12201 749 7606 606 62.34% 80.91% -29.79% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Maintenance Technology/Technician 366 17943 135 7749 36.89% 43.19% -17.08% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 8882 576 7174 497 80.77% 86.28% -6.83% 
Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care Assistant/Aide 37776 6280 5414 1084 14.33% 17.26% -20.44% 
Electrician 569 14154 263 5655 46.22% 39.95% 13.56% 
Nail Technician/Specialist and Manicurist 6045 454 5480 437 90.65% 96.26% -6.18% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Engineering Technology/Technician 181 7574 106 5783 58.56% 76.35% -30.38% 
Allied Health and Medical Assisting Services, Other 6473 832 5039 661 77.85% 79.45% -2.06% 
Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator 
and Instructor 1135 15141 366 5258 32.25% 34.73% -7.69% 
Barbering/Barber 1608 4692 1460 4142 90.80% 88.28% 2.77% 
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Diesel Mechanics Technology/Technician 175 8114 90 4456 51.43% 54.92% -6.78% 
Surgical Technology/Technician 7023 1753 3407 1008 48.51% 57.50% -18.53% 
Welding Technology/Welder 991 22232 118 3956 11.91% 17.79% -49.44% 
Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing 
Assistants, Other 5199 980 3284 703 63.17% 71.73% -13.57% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 58992 8568 2695 434 4.57% 5.07% -10.88% 
Computer Systems Networking and 
Telecommunications 1350 7629 497 2585 36.81% 33.88% 7.96% 
Motorcycle Maintenance and Repair 
Technology/Technician 111 3203 101 2970 90.99% 92.73% -1.91% 
Business Administration and Management, General 20901 15382 1855 1142 8.88% 7.42% 16.35% 
Diagnostic Medical Sonography/Sonographer and 
Ultrasound Technician 2904 565 2406 396 82.85% 70.09% 15.40% 
Autobody/Collision and Repair Technology/Technician 315 6497 109 2636 34.60% 40.57% -17.25% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2010. 
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Table A.8: Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2018 
 
	
Total number of 
students 
Total number of for-
profit students 
Percentage that attend 
for-profits 
Difference 
between female 
and male students 
at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 4285430 3083854 352276 180164 8.22% 5.84% 2.38% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             2.63% 
Business Administration and Management, General 132518 148573 22765 19331 17.18% 13.01% 4.17% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 163252 24681 31008 4454 18.99% 18.05% 0.95% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 10763 904 6955 569 64.62% 62.94% 1.68% 
Criminal Justice/Law Enforcement Administration 11169 11573 2895 2567 25.92% 22.18% 3.74% 
Health/Health Care Administration/Management 18210 5650 4377 911 24.04% 16.12% 7.91% 
Business/Commerce, General 21344 23558 2923 1434 13.69% 6.09% 7.61% 
Education, General 22955 6477 3391 837 14.77% 12.92% 1.85% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training 6073 833 3731 474 61.44% 56.90% 4.53% 
Information Technology 4931 13693 1071 3129 21.72% 22.85% -1.13% 
Family Practice Nurse/Nursing 12841 1855 3424 560 26.66% 30.19% -3.52% 
Human Resources Management/Personnel 
Administration, General 11345 4024 2894 845 25.51% 21.00% 4.51% 
Psychology, General 95065 25963 2946 737 3.10% 2.84% 0.26% 
Health Information/Medical Records 
Technology/Technician 4775 385 3364 189 70.45% 49.09% 21.36% 
Business Administration, Management and 
Operations, Other 7997 7366 1708 1804 21.36% 24.49% -3.13% 
Accounting 39784 35600 2442 937 6.14% 2.63% 3.51% 
Human Services 9299 1442 2917 385 31.37% 26.70% 4.67% 
Criminal Justice/Safety Studies 19397 18490 1480 1288 7.63% 6.97% 0.66% 
Behavioral Sciences 3370 783 2203 505 65.37% 64.50% 0.88% 
Early Childhood Education and Teaching  20037 811 2476 101 12.36% 12.45% -0.10% 
Educational Leadership and Administration, 
General 21373 10236 1667 772 7.80% 7.54% 0.26% 
Nursing Administration 7564 919 2012 313 26.60% 34.06% -7.46% 
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Hospital and Health Care Facilities 
Administration/Management 3322 736 1788 239 53.82% 32.47% 21.35% 
Special Education and Teaching, General 17855 2863 1728 294 9.68% 10.27% -0.59% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 2988 221 1841 144 61.61% 65.16% -3.55% 
Computer and Information Systems 
Security/Information Assurance 2326 9496 368 1606 15.82% 16.91% -1.09% 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Technology/Technician 585 2306 361 1391 61.71% 60.32% 1.39% 
Mental Health Counseling/Counselor 5139 1004 1422 294 27.67% 29.28% -1.61% 
General Studies 22658 15630 407 1199 1.80% 7.67% -5.87% 
Criminal Justice/Police Science 3235 5336 725 844 22.41% 15.82% 6.59% 
Fashion Merchandising  4185 355 1355 156 32.38% 43.94% -11.57% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2018. 
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Table A.9: Less-Than-Four-Year For-Profit Attendance by Program and Gender, 2018 
 
	
Total number of 
college students 
Total number of for-
profit students 
Percentage that 
attend for-profits 
Difference between 
female and male 
students at for-profits 
Program Female Male Female Male Female Male 		
All Programs 1801714 1285510 393306 187524 21.83% 14.59% 7.24% 
All Programs, Conditional on Program Type             -4.69% 
Cosmetology/Cosmetologist, General 53370 2848 41955 2393 78.61% 84.02% -5.41% 
Medical/Clinical Assistant 49795 4069 38565 3367 77.45% 82.75% -5.30% 
Aesthetician/Esthetician and Skin Care Specialist 19615 321 18529 303 94.46% 94.39% 0.07% 
Massage Therapy/Therapeutic Massage 10538 3471 9024 3078 85.63% 88.68% -3.04% 
Dental Assisting/Assistant 15185 1289 9860 1033 64.93% 80.14% -15.21% 
Automobile/Automotive Mechanics 
Technology/Technician 1837 30774 416 9197 22.65% 29.89% -7.24% 
Truck and Bus Driver/Commercial Vehicle Operator 
and Instructor 1694 14448 744 7313 43.92% 50.62% -6.70% 
Nail Technician/Specialist and Manicurist 7826 577 7134 551 91.16% 95.49% -4.34% 
Barbering/Barber 2100 6445 1868 5812 88.95% 90.18% -1.23% 
Welding Technology/Welder 2481 36198 401 6445 16.16% 17.80% -1.64% 
Licensed Practical/Vocational Nurse Training 33599 3858 5493 763 16.35% 19.78% -3.43% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Maintenance Technology/Technician 465 17632 219 5957 47.10% 33.79% 13.31% 
Nursing Assistant/Aide and Patient Care 
Assistant/Aide 31983 4276 3842 541 12.01% 12.65% -0.64% 
Pharmacy Technician/Assistant 5878 1431 3311 838 56.33% 58.56% -2.23% 
Electrician 547 14536 129 3943 23.58% 27.13% -3.54% 
Medical Insurance Coding Specialist/Coder 6293 562 3568 377 56.70% 67.08% -10.38% 
Registered Nursing/Registered Nurse 48435 7749 3279 531 6.77% 6.85% -0.08% 
Heating, Air Conditioning, Ventilation, Refrigeration 
Engineering Technology/Technician 108 5530 55 3368 50.93% 60.90% -9.98% 
Medical Office Assistant/Specialist 4495 272 3025 197 67.30% 72.43% -5.13% 
Practical Nursing, Vocational Nursing and Nursing 
Assistants, Other 3508 486 2745 394 78.25% 81.07% -2.82% 
Medical Insurance Specialist/Medical Biller 6284 456 2805 295 44.64% 64.69% -20.06% 
	 73 
Veterinary/Animal Health Technology/Technician and 
Veterinary Assistant 5839 498 2773 313 47.49% 62.85% -15.36% 
Airframe Mechanics and Aircraft Maintenance 
Technology/Technician 341 4336 151 2283 44.28% 52.65% -8.37% 
Culinary Arts/Chef Training 4407 4184 1120 1298 25.41% 31.02% -5.61% 
Diesel Mechanics Technology/Technician 239 8017 68 2278 28.45% 28.41% 0.04% 
Computer Systems Networking and 
Telecommunications 1194 7959 330 2003 27.64% 25.17% 2.47% 
Phlebotomy Technician/Phlebotomist 6101 758 1682 295 27.57% 38.92% -11.35% 
Surgical Technology/Technologist 5385 1119 1497 428 27.80% 38.25% -10.45% 
Medical Administrative/Executive Assistant and 
Medical Secretary 7842 342 1716 96 21.88% 28.07% -6.19% 
Business Administration and Management, General 33828 26968 1196 529 3.54% 1.96% 1.57% 
Source: IPEDS data from 2018. 
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